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PREFACE TO THE FOURTH EDITION 


In this edition, some defects of the third edition have been 
removed, and some additions and alterations have been made. 


32 Route de Brie KAMALESWAR BHATTACHARYA 
91800 BRUNOY 

FRANCE 

February 1998 


PREFACE TO THE THIRD EDITION 


Some further improvements have been made in this new 
edition.* It is hoped that the little book will continue to be well 
received. 


Centre National de la KAMALESWAR BHATTACHARYA 
Recherclie Scientifique, Paris 
June 1989 


*Despite criticisms, the transliteration of the Sanskrit text edited by 
Johnston and Kunst has been left as it is, for technical reasons. 


PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION 


It is gratifying that a second edition of this annotated translation 
of the Vigrahavydvartani is so soon called for. 

The Introduction has been slightly developed, some minor changes 
have been made in the translation, some new elements have been 
introduced in the Notes and in the Bibliography, and the Sanskrit text 
and translation have been re-arranged. 

KAMALESWAR BHATTACHARYA 
Centre National de la Recherche 
Scientifique, Paris 
1985 


PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION 


An English translation of the Vigrahavydvartani with Introduction 
and Notes was published, under the same title, in the Journal of 
Indian Philosophy (Dordrecht, Holland), Vol. 1, 1971. Since then, 
this work has undergone a good deal of transformation. Thanks to 
the initiative taken by Messrs. Motilal Banarsidass, it is now being 
printed, revised and enlarged, along with the Sanskrit original, 
edited by E. H. Johnston and Arnold Kunst. 

My heartiest thanks are due to my friend E. Gene Smith, not 
only for revising the proofs and making valuable suggestions but 


also for his warm hospitality in Delhi while this book was being 
printed. 


KAMALESWAR BHATTACHARYA 


Centre National de la Recherche 


Scientifique, Paris, and University of Toronto 
1978 
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PART I 
Sanskrit Text in Devanagari Script 


Reprinted from The Nava-Nalanda-Mahavihara Research Publication, 
edited by Satkari Mookerjee, Volume I (Nalanda 1957). 


Text basically the same as the one edited by 
E. H. Johnston and Arnold Kunst 


faagearadett 


aagt wat aaa a feat caaraea 
wmaaraeras at fradfad eraTanay 121 


af caat WATT Fal TAT ST AAAS s TT TAA SATAY 
a faa aft seat aat: weave aft afe att AEAAsEUsfer 7 qfas 
STAM ALATA AHH TATA AA, T AAT TAA, T SITAAATATATH,- 
qT ggncaatafrdad: Gata a1 weqraa aaa erate arfet aenfa:— 
AMTASER | FEATS: | TeT aT ERT farea rat 
frerracareg Tuer area afy Fr-eraracaresrr | 

HA TF TT: | FaaH, carly Tay Asawa: Aaa aft TalT Yay | 
fer BTR aaa at area Hera aagaly feat aT, TTY ATIC: 
wobsirgreaiynaaiartiay ary saat ae, 8. 
saafatttat Tara A afer awearea waa ater aearfa:eraraq | 
Teas TAPS | WaT Aaa Naa BUTE 
T aaa wet TT | aT Maat wea wat SAT + Tadihres: | 
ae aiehagqy | aaa aadT Toa: aaATaeraanfaga: HAA 
aa aged aamaecqara: sfafea afa aa 

Ty aeamatag aaa gat gar ofa 3 
aafracd afer faateegra qatar: Ri 

qaty Ae AT yey ay afar aeqaraaaead aerracareayray 
TeAett ataraerara: states afa, wa Ta: 1 aaay, aT FT Gat yfaar, 
Tea: ATATAT Efa, AT AT | 

fe Ara | ATMA AGATA | HATS TAATAY aaa 
ay, APs aaracaarag: sfafes: ? wa gealfeat ave: saqaa: 


4 fargearacat 
a ga: weft | seaT AT GA: YM: AAMT: AA AAA RI, TaTATT— 
Tara | vat Beast sfagararafa: | aa a: wfaste: year: aaarar xfer 
ASTTTA: | TITATAM TAT: WIT: Tear sta afasws:, at cagarafa(aq?-) 
Taq (a)ea area sfasasqes: | ae Beat: aaATaTRAS TT 
Saray, at sfave:, at saa aaaTaTelay | aa serrafaere: | 
ada Seq: ddd aead waarares YeIT:, Ba dale PUT | Tacaett 
atfet sfata:1 aa aaafer aria sfate: gen: adarar efa, at 
aa aft aaarat: arafsarrqat wags) a dafeseq) Be FRM: 
aaa: Ta wrafearerrat waft ar Ae qserafates aft Heat, Frat 
aaada adaraecaranfedet arta aft 

fararead | ua aafercare aufaacamag: fafeareaq fefeac— 
qrafafa | aferea aefaad fratgdaran aa fefeasgery fefeae— 
Ta wd) aa tafe aa: | aa aged War: Travan fa Tz | 

faeareag | 


a recafacdad card afet AIgTTAA 1 
Veet TT AAT ATTA ATCT TET URI 


ward afe:, wa are afeag Tara wed Hifefa caaaeg wed HaTAT 
4 edd TeN aacey rads faa, Tag We: Taran af Par Tat 
rasa saad feat afar 

HA AA TA: | Taaraqrray | fe ary | aa MA Aedr Afaeqa: 
qeaeg shave: fart a gafte wad: Fal aada Aaaraentranfagey: 
frati aa fe add qaqHA, ATMacaTasaAyT | ACAT AT 
seagate fararreare: | 


fargearacdat 5 
ufasusfasaisaainfa ad waaeaeg 11 
ve aa shat werd sad 7 ATI 


wera ofa: satastatasaia Hes: TH TAT AaATT— 
camrasagaaad sfatrafa aeqrratafa | rar aa er: | Uaeacraaa 
Hear aa fa (vag? ) sfaareerored a aa | wary aelfa ear: aaaraT 
afa Arey) Gan: atl at ae) aa aga ofatanfaraeard aaqrrs aft 
aa | FRAT 


sean fg are cara fafracafa ararci 
aarfet seared aTaT tattered uy 


afe meaert: cara Taree walfaacata Prat: TaATAT Sha TATT TAT | 
HAT | Temas fe TAT TIAA TAT eaAT | AY ATA TTA ATShs 
UT: | SEAT Tea TAT TAA ATA: ATTATSTET se ofateragT aA: | 


TH ASR TUT: AAATAT Aft TSTTTAT | TATA She: AAT ATTA TAT 
a aamrarIaey carats Pert aft, TT TT: | 
ATTA Wea TATA TH 
ATATARTAAEAT FST FSSTTATEATTT 111 


ATAU ATS TAT TTT My: | aT fe Meret TAT 
qaq, waar Waeaagqaarrarera safe wzexr:, wrararat 
Tac | astartarear sal arrrarear saarrarearesy asf] Brat: 
THAT TAA | ATA ATATAST AT ATaTTTA A | aTST RT: 
TAT STATA PTAA TASS A TAMTAM aC: | TT AIA 
aa: aaarat aft aa 

| 


6 faugearacat 


grat swat wlaeafsara Weg | 
gra wT: cea aesacay fafqart: iyi 

Te wal qalaearfadt aad Haar swHinAHlataararay | Tartnsaiy 
famraca Feast: daraeaaaat: eRe Aafaareea sraeorfeetet 
fea aya: TAT: TaTAT Saar: WabTer AwarTeT wea egAAT— 
Siren Waraaharea aE ecaiacaraey sfararar: serearreat— 
seta: sfrtcen fasarnt fasatrcariationarar seareer feracf— 
aaa: aaearraer wear: afeareardtaqseg Ha: WaTeea..SeoT: 
siren sefetrareer taraer aiagen Frater WOT: FATITAT 
areceararerey saesaetaeg aral facqeaarat: faaearvareeased:. 
arerer Areerey Pam hrar eT AHA AAT... AHS SET TACT 
vant TheySteaTaTaeeT ATRATAT:, al BMA STATA S— 
areraraat Arad Sicdeard fracafeargraraisanaisarnisme: Aaa 
Satta farttsraraaatwested Aad Pres AeA... ATTAT— 
Sisttsal Aaa ariearatisaiee etiam: para faraartha- 
AAS AAAAATACHAT TAT AHA HAMA TAT Hare: CTATA: 
TASH TATA TATAH TT: TaATa:, frqatearHarat frqarearHa:, THA- 
SATHAMT AHATATHA:, BATA PTAA: SITATAT SAAT:, ASCH TT. 
THSMNT:, ATA AT:, Fae uaaniatat F:aTTeI- 
FrOTATTad:, ATSTATISIASATAT AAAI STAeT:, ATSTASTTATAISTAST: 


TEANTATAAHADTU TAAL SSeKTeHTS Ge Pe eaATaT: AaATAT fete 
ATaaTeSay Bt TH | 
farareae | 


vaitraerarat wat aaifreret af ATT 
THATCH AAA AAA A THT MSI 


fargeatactt 7 


4 watreaaaret aaifrart watt aatfrae: enra:, waattr- 
araradaitere:, ateafirearat ateafre:, aateatrerreareafre:, atfa- 
qferart atfrafeta:, watfroferermnreatfrcfere: | carafe aero | 
TMA THT TATA qeeecenTS aga feaay: aaATAT 
frraaracaresat eft Ta | 

fararad | 


afe 4 a waa watt free xia | 
arafa waad ara fe faaeqa arferien 


afe aaeraiot carat a waar faerarat wad aa fa-eraat 
aad arate at wad HeATT | ATA fe frdeas fafSaefe area 1 TemT- 
AAT SAT AAA AAT AT TAMTAT SAT HARTA: ATATAT : | ATATS 
aged freraranaaarar fareaaracareseanr aft aa | 

farsa | 


ay frat cara: Fat sat a frat TTT I 
aalaat SATA: A AT TPATTTA!|H 11 oll 


qT WAS AT Yaaede ata Hearfed eaara:, T FTIATT + AHafe, 
ad igen france aatut frat afreate, a a frdeqe arate, art 
qa 9a: | Ud Geter a equal aafafraceaier a qraTTTaceAe: | 
a a aafase: | aeaTe aT Hecafer carat TF a TTA AT STAT! 
fararad | 


aa wastage ahead set te eas FEAT I 
qce: wfageisd aa: TaMTaeT FT TENT Ue 


8 faagearaday 


ae 4 ada sfate: feae araa: | var arfer vet ae afa at 
qeeq sfaae: feard araa: | wade arfed caarat watonfate aa: epaTaea 
Mifare: seater araa: | at agad faeaarar: aaarat af aa sfaer- 
awaeq TaMracraraisafatera: | 
farara | 
aa afer a caura: fe a sfafreat arta 
aaiad aaarerfarae: feeafa (2) waa: 22 


~ 


TT TAT A Malad aaa ‘face: aaa’ afa fe waar 
ofafaeae 1 staat feaaarfear faa-afaser:,caard: sear earatorger| 
fararad | 
aarti faeat wrasrat wat Haque: | 
ud favre: eared sfaveat (2) Waa: 83h 


ward afa:, war avert argo Fireat seater art wafer, 7a Faster 
a anqeifa at ofsasdtat gerard ceq weer fafracaray | wd 
frcararay a: easy Te: Aaa Tea aaa fa:erarat: TaATAT 
Sqara ait | 
TT TA: | 
wad aad wel wae A AqwelaT AI 
sae: sfaded sfatar dfs venqad evil 


TIT, Het AAA We:, afer ara, afar aaquerane:, afer 
sfacrereatfa faerrareenter sfaged afed faeataiet ara, afer a sfa- 
Gat qeaareaiser weeafa fag vewq ae seneq fea wer 
TMT: THAT sft TA 


@, farsa (JK) Q sfrderdt—u (JK) 


fangaaradat 9 


ay aaifet wet aa Wel A A WEA: | 
sfage: sfased sfavert aq a aft eye 


TT AT Hey ary ala Heal ta Arelsfet Aa Areal A A elas sea af 
areca a: sfarat fa:caarar: waarat efa atste arfea, sfagerafa arfe, 
afararciste a afea | 


sfrde: sfrdet sfrtarea man a afar 
feat fe WaATaRAaTAs TTATATA LEI 


afe a a sfagar a sfased a sfagarc: ceases: aaura afer FT 
Vaararat TTATa: | 
feearad | 


aaa & a fatet:carieaq Hat fe F aa: 1 
fregeea fafet ATTA ASHET ll 


freqarat: aaarat scaaferad a edtefafe: 1 fe are fre 
Aafia SAAT Gaara AT: Ha: | ala Fat frsqrearter yer: 
waar sft gat va wfafe: | aa aga Wear: Taare afa Ta I 
farareT | | 
afe area: fafa: erarafatradaea & wate 1 
rarareueariercd «HTT frede faequesn 


ay ware freer) fafatt-eraraaccen wrararfafa wat aa earara- 
fafraca frege fag cat aarfe coaraecgrat frera: fas: | 


10 faugearadatt 
ay sated AAAI FATT TAA It 
aiagq freqarar a fe wea fret Ara: ee 


afe sceferet aaa fear: aera fa, TeTTT ay | fe aT I 


at fs ote feeona: aferordsfea 
fararead | 


qa dafase: wearfaseaear Tay | 
TATAMITA WTSI TT: TATA: TAT Roll 


we od aorfete: gears oftaeafafe Ara safe fe shared 
wen sfaea: 1 aa cearenfare: gf sfaceafafe a ara fad fe 
sfaseq fer cfr: wife ata areq sfaseasfaded ef canta afar: 
waters are, sfasteat a ofan wT AAT BTTgeT AAT: 
Tafa aft cere are wert aT afarreg ret Wadia | TF 
aged faeaarar: aaarar eft aT 2 I 


TATA | Tare gaa 


aqaat wart waa a frat waa | 
aeaaeaa at faadfad craraq usta 


Ha TA: | 


eareaaaraga a oare ate aeat a ate ti 


TI Yer fas Aaa aTacaTe R81 


~~) 


afe veal sat afer aerate araaty fawaqady aT, WAT ATEAT:- 
PEs EettAaseMaT aT, Aaa, z*- 


9 sfagaver eft (JK) a—cf, NS. IL. 22-2 


fargenracatt 1] 
swearrearautatrradt Teta a ahead, TAT eraray , Paeacaresea a 
Tq ued fad fa:enrracareey welaaae: \TaT Aaa fa-eaATacat- 
werd TMT TaATaT ale fa eaacarean aft | wT gate aaa: 
— racarara aaarart ataererdt sft TH | 


NN 


fea | 


meq wala ATavat earths AT RAT I 
meq weileraral vata fe aeareqaracay 112211 


Tas FT Aa Warraqaaa Tad BIA aa cagaaey faeq- 
Wargame craranfarrant ars afer ze fe a: aeteraat wrearat 


a era He fers | + fe sdaqqerar ward a 
aeTATAT Wafea TANTATATATS | HEAT | AaTTATIacara | ate fe ca- 
Wradt wat Aaq:, wearers FaweaSs WA: | a aa waft) TeHT- 
faa ferent gafrited 1) wt adaafe aad odie 
aqeracata cana farraaraaearrad | aT a adheraqera- 
ea STATA Bh weeqeraq: cay Vay Hay Hreoquafaarex 1 
yeaa arent atcarrarsitarsrafay add, vafae adaaaa 
siaarqraeanta caaraary Peace TATA Aa | A ASAT 


Fr eaaTacane aaa aT raed, Yaa AST a TT Aa ATACAATAM TIT 
ATTA Sit TH 
fararad | 


fafraat fatrarae araTgey: TaATaAaT Tex 11 
sfrrraa aa wfarest ate ea R31 
wat fafa: gevisdt fataaa get afeafeaed ada sfararaq 
ATATHTOY AT FSET ATATT RASA AAT Re ea ase aferfraed aca 


12 fargearaatt 

sfaqaad, an at fates: ges: sfafeeae atsfa gra: 1 a: sfadaaft 
aise aa: at arargey: sfafoeaet aisft gers a: stave ashe 
qa: | wana agada yi ada earanfade soe: 1 aa 
Tyatiet Tras Tanaeraraasea ATTA xfa at) oF 
ait waar cemifeat are waa: ash Sa wfaheg: aa ae afer at aa aTAT- 

ead AEA, TRAIT, THT TIATAT SAAT: | | 


ay aeraaaderd gal gat afew 7 

auftacd oferq faeretara aamer: eta 
Tart TA: 

aq earafaetagred aera areerfry | 

aft a anfracd faaoeara a fare: evi 


T MAHA TAA ACTA AMTANTT AT | TAT Ta FTATAT 
qrracareaatata | aeareseahe weat YA AIT aT TAHT: IAT: 
aearatfer aufracay 1 afe fe ad ae edaaaaRe a: aaa: FRM 
Sft adt aufaecdt mri + Aataq aeara aufancaq | aed 
aufaned + aradls SATA TMT: GT: AAATAT: YT fa, TeaTaATPA- 
faeasad Tateaisat SHI TATA STATA: GA: TTT ET | TA a A- 
ad arecetfaed anfracd a fartugaes car aaa sft aa | 

TPA ATA 

a wexafadaead afet AaGITAy | 
qeat wa dat afasaat are aero ui afa 


WA AA: | 


o 


fangeutadit 13 
mT aecafafa att qcetedt Waa SATE: UI 
Tett TT Tee AT AAT QUI 


ATTACH TET: | TT afer aT ret areifefar Taq eae TOT 
wed a ofrguafe, dad ae aad FT erat sfaweata fe Bry 
art fe {very Weds Morey earaded Frat | Taaeay | aa AT frseqaray: 
waarar freraracareaeat aft fr arco | | 


Tare sare aret ate fet 
qrartreafraet carared fe safe Tq Re 


TAT AT red BM Beet Teceg ood fad, Us ate a:earareaa 
Taat TeATATSAAT Aaa aaTadat Pad acts arered STITH: EAT! 
WF tearTeda saat Wat caearanitaes: Feat afe tarareat 
aatt wart atareasfrta: fad acarareasfafeaearta wrar: 
FETA HAT: | TTT: RY RTT ae TATA ae 


arypraaifacagseread carafe 1 


aren fatarsrat oar ferat efraiaerarearey 
fafaas: freon weafaed waeaT URI 


wea aa seafaqerer fafroeat feat erragparrat terda: 
ehafiereame: ad, Ud aeat aaraauza a UTA | TaTTaA: 
“at ararrrarator ar fafa fafrae: ear | aarrarfissrta at warta- 
sTaafasoat a a cer anaqadé fafradaqs vata fafa 
qt aeddt fatrarettaery aaay frermag aise eararawe: 7 
fraead | TEATRAAA FSA: TUATHA ATTA AAT: | 


14 | faugentacdatt 
aqat areqaaisd tga fe fara eat: AAT 1 
aerate AAT ATTA HATA: RSI 
ar wsqafafae areqead ward 8a: 1 HEAT | Aaa F:canATETAT- 
fafarsecate | a fg cee cart: oeterageracan saree fret | TET: 
caraaaa afaerarcaragad weet WaT aa Afasaat area ata 
TUTTI | | 
MET TT AS AAA TTY AIA TATRA HATA: AAT: 
waaay aft aT fe aagraAaTe WIT TAATAT HA TaA- 


AASICTAAT AA TATA TA AAA | 
qeareaaarrer faator arfrtere uefa 
TAHSTAT SAT: TATA: Saat aw PeraracaaraT TEA 
atfafa | 
WTATAAA FAH 
sfasunfasisaatafa wt waq Tcaea | 
ua aa sfaat went gad 7 Aa 1 aia 
TA TA: | 


afe arat sofas ara aad wT A waaale: | 
afer at wa sferart enTvarfet FH StT: RAI 


afe a aragt aa vias eae Tal AA MfaaTeeTITHaTa aT STN 
TT AAT AA TIM T aa Hihsafer sfaat | AeA AaaTag 
yoqaarardy THtafafaary ger: waar 1 Heat: aharerarorsrfet: | 
ga: afaarererrmberaat ST: | | 

aa weadad da sfeareerrrcacaraaag ate afa aH 


faugenradat 15 
saat fe araaraer fafradafa ararq 
caer were WaT FATT TAT I 


TTT TR TATA 
TTATATTAATEAT ASAT ewereaTaTEaTeT 11 abt 
at Fa TA: | 


ufe fafeagreria sadda fradaad ati 
TAT PACTS ATA ASTTIART: 113011 


meg feferedqrente erat eae! eee 
TAMTMATHAIAT, Ad wT Nadaa at faadaad ari adisiAare afSaa- 
gaa cea sadafa a fradaria | 
aaa ofa al watareaea Saal ahs Tae TAT TATA TTT 
arafatradate aq aft sarnft a ata, dea carte Te sata 
aaitit FY WaaarTITAeA: | 
fararad | 

afe a warreed aati set sfafacatara | 

vat gat: sfafe afe ea FT TATRA RI 
afe @ warraedtet Aaraatat waa afats Aaa TIT AMAIA, 
Tawar TATA AI TaTAt ga: sfafe: 1 ate 


aafasrmrat samira earesfate:, sardisatar sfafefefa aaa 
sfaat 1 aearte 


afe Gaaae cart: Waar waite TATA: TAT: BT fata- 
ATF: | ATTTTA SBT ATT: | 


16 faugearaaatt 
are: fafeeaatfet Fa Wee age 32 


wraera gy are: fafeatfer. fe arergi aerate fe savored: 
samt: sfafeeaaraeafefa arecarfa: | areca Hat Tet HaISHT: | 
TTT Ta: Tart: sfatafefa aged gTarrcect xfer | 
asraa osamifaar sfafefagiad are: i 
avfancd afer faaseara aarer: 1331 
ay WAS st sarnat faat wart: sfafe:, wart grata Tat: 
sfafafefa, va afa aed are: caret: sfafacatare af a daa 1 safraca 
a wafa tuifacatat wart: nfafe: sorfearata 1 faareeaet avatar at 
eat VTifaaaiat wat: state: sathrafa a aw atefase: | acafaq- 
afy peta atatafa 
TAS | TAMA aT TUATASaT Tareas | aad 


aaata TATATA AMT FATA TACHA | 
rareaenraad sarrafear sarmfa ou fa 


TAT: ATH TATA HTT TAT TATA STATETALT SATCATA 
TUM Sata | 
TAA 


favarcraratsa a Mead seagate: 11 
q fe cearquaferg ser cada Fee NR 


saraadifa | a eferceart seraafa ) aero srtarfaatssariarcerata 
HEAL ATT AISA ATH TAATAT AAA THAT: TY, TANT TeTHTAATA 


fargearatat 17 
SMTP VASAT AAT: THAT SAT, At: KATA THT | 7 
aaeay | deatferafe setat areterar efe 
fee | 


afe 4 ea Maa TeHTeTCae ea: | 
qefaa aareara ofeaereafs gare: wy 


afe a agadat oar Toned serraeafiatane carafe senrerafa, 
TT TT TUN setaae carenate seafa i T Gata TT AGH 
qaearafad carearaata serrata ava 


afe Faq Arata THis: 1 
Sesratasaia TA: TATUICATAT FATT ST UIE 


afe a wad adr carat Tareraaia:, afaarl aorfrrerat 
aati errant areae | a tag gem) aa aged Sareea sare 
afafca TH 

farang | 


artes cara sana aa a farsa coenft sara: 11 
Het ae wart a fe waretiserarcae: 113011 


ae arat arfet gar ats a aarirerarfed aa: | WHT ATA TA: 
sired: | wearer arfer cat aie wt arferniet TH, TT HET 
wae: sherercafer: wuts wer aire: eT TeATaT Taree 

wae | TY TeMTes ATA aaiser af aarfiatera adisfer, Tee 
ATTA FHT: Ht: TT Borerartsrarheray aH: VTA: 
Tears THishet ats wari THSet THATSCT ATT Caras TTA 
wafa: cared Toate | TaATea | 


18 faagertaadat 


Soa wa THreaeafaferaayra: 1 
sara Ta seats gat 7 fe gaat: wast 
HAATRITAAT UT WHT TATA TCA Stet ATATATTAS ATE: 
HEAT | TATA Varfrera: sredifa, sorecarmarefa THaTay- 
TTATATATST THIET: | 
farsa | 


AUTH STA BS AT TAT ATHTT SAT I 
way area aatsafie aferal sag Rell 
rae Tras cTH TS Taare aera: Aa 


WHATS ahs THETA | AT Aaeg EOS TeATENTAAT- 
frrvasreyrenttta afase Tet 
fara | 


afe waaea sanifafacated aa start 
wafa sarfafes voter eae: fate: von 


afe arfaag caa: sarofafatefa were, erteahs ara TATA 
sfafaifaeafa\) fe arciqi a fe ea: fafa: corte) waTtad 4 
waa: fafa: aave afe armtera sAaTaaty saris at ater afacacitter | 
TaTeAt | 
araen fe sararraty afe & sarrfatatete i 
at wafer seafaeatraria aft sareriat yi 


arte TAATTa TAT waft 


faxgearaatt 19 
ay Harte fafaccstfacra wafa at ate: | 
fagea aad coratfaaistad wad sail 


wae aaten saarraiq saat fafadadtia, vt feaer sarer- 
Tere aed wafai fe srom. a ufsaeieartet waft 4 
afaat taaq: afrarateta | a a fager area ase Hae FTONTAT- 
Tarte | 
feearerd | 
facafear fe storage: afz saat sarmta i 
wafa sAafafeatteta scarfs ia 
afe rarer carors Preatear tart TATE Hari fereatet 
fear qi a+ fe area ara araafa areait a fea sear 
saris 1 farearerd | 
afe a saafafeatteaa wafa sara | 
fe & sarifagat aft ace sfee ad ievi 
afe a rasa TAT TAA waferadtta fatal F carer 
fagar rafeaseat 1 fer aren | weet fe aft carota cafeasarey a TAT 
aat frarte saret: frat: 1 rar fee TAT: Hea | 
wa g samfafaiaatera a sari 
mag wt aft F Ye TAMTTAATITA USI 
arate wae Tara sans waite ar weqaladere fe 
ST, Ua. A af aera: garscaarert wate 1 warnfa F safer wafer 
Taq: arfaacarg | saarfr a saris wafer TATTAT ATH | 
aa i warmfaaa wtafate: wtafegar 71 
waa sarfafeatgaaenta a fafa: uve 


20 fargerracdat 
marae swamfaga safafadate warmed wafaqa 4 
wamfatedata waatacafefa, ud ¢ aepaaents fafet wafa fe 
STOTT | 
freafa fe sartafe stenfr aia ata it 
areata a saaeciad areafreata veil 


afte fg wart: sear faeatea arf a scares ata waa: arafacrearft 
Tafrey way srrentaacaretaaia wet arafacaia sweater 
facafar a sadafe sana af aa 
areata a saricafa wet arafacatedr iivci 


— afe ara: caronfs freafea orf a stant ata wart: arafrceatts 
qafasy Ta sToreaifrectatrarts we arafacater TATA 
frat wacara: gay afe at aa gar 
| Sears: & ate frat ae aaah FH: HT UK 
aft are afeagq sorters or seredta: aa frat ada TaoicaTett 
tte, orartt gfe tre serefarer afr ata ay wary seth TAT: 
sari arafaceata areata a ga: warns ata waafeia, aaa a 
Hart. HIATT arahacearte | 


era frat a: grea ot afe arearafes | 
frargrererreart gat waft AISAMeS: WYoll 


aatea qatafasedt: frargaat: wax: oe: wae: frat) sara avacat 


SHeary HeypearTa aI T TATATTT | TA A: AAR Aah HawA- 
afar wert: oa ef vata arta waasrarrsaari ar aerefy 


® fag jk’ 


faugearadat 21 
warts aera saa hr | Saas Maris array TAT ITT ATTA 
waa | aa a: Atel wats Haass Tari Hearefor TATA T 

aq waa: sfafet cere: ToT 
aq waft TT WATT ATH TATA UX 2 
a eae: Safe: Teresa TT THA, ATEN Aaa, STATTST 
TANT, APTAST THAT | ATT TET: TTT ATTA: 
ATA TAATATATTA:, STATA TATA: ATT TATA 
ATTA: ATT TAT TATA TATA: TAT TAT ATA TATE 


aft waa: are: eafanarefasaayerd: | aaa aria 
aaa BTA Gatfeserat frafrrsacnferqrefaarae at 1 Tr 
qe TAT TAIT ATaTaT afer a A TAT WraTeaht F TAT- 
orf get wart: wAaraTaT: aaferrar af aa AGT | 
grat watt waleenfaary WATT 
HUT TAT: caaTa aacqag fafrarr 1 xfer 
WA TA: | 
Era wit wataentaat qatar afe i 
ert ead sfeanarhraa: eq yz 
Era watt waltentaa: Hat MATa AAT | TT Aaa Hfrart- 
Neve: AT | aa HIT: STATS: | EAT Hae sal: | as aeHara 
far wa a Huefanacra: | Tt TaITTI T Aaed gqeeq | 
qa TaTeayafase: caarat ealfata TH 
fararrd | 
ate Tea HMA: AMT TIA FT FTAA | 
qa Toa: sara wt ae wafer ya 


22 fargentadaty 

afe a HMA TAT KATA Aaa seleaeTaIa FT TTATATS- 
TH: HTeA salt st caural wafa | waka) Ta 
Tet HIATT Fa Hat: eauratsagface:,  wanHeraatat 
aH ats Ta | 

fararad | 


ag a odie fateaq aaa Gerad F HAA I 
GaAs Vaal A HAPATET UII 


aa wae a fateaerditea Harari Tat Hardt: MATa Brad, WaH- 
PTAA TAMAR IT:, AaTHaAAasr sa, Tay Aararqaaral 
wafa | fe arom) wdearaqctiaer aa afa wearer wate seer 
AACS TATA, Melerarearaatr rears Wats | Tt Ufsararscesr 
a wate | sat fe wraa at fe Paar: ofteraraeard orate a et Teaches I 
THATATATATS. AAT AAATATATA: | 

TTT Wea F:aaqeaaea waft 1) Tdlaay- 
cal fe FAT Aqea: | Fae Sees Fare Wate | 
orate fe ayaa THAT Sa AASCaT | F-ANATATAT, AAS HT 
gata scared waft wafa fe gaaqed sea sernfacter 
wfasaia | (g:afrtresrcareanrrerrer sarears wate) 1 safe fe g:a- 
Frarea Fer sreag anit afacafa g:afrcermay | va aauiaracawrena- 


area sat at aortas ata 7 RT 
frcarey TETATAaT: VAfreacarasdaa: WMA 


faugeatadat 23 
va afer weiter AAT Teas WaT: BT ST: TAS | Tat F 
waft aerat a wafa deragrenres aifeat a waft fe ares I 
sheraycrs daaarate witerarqeae gat afasaie ) ate a aerarat- 
ssahererarerat fregat freer: cart 1 fe arent) recat fe arat frre: | 
q Ut Bada: wasda | cafearafatees | fe srory) afta 
fg amaat addearer fafaser: | & aerarafaerearfaea fe wafer i 
vangacqearadg aaifrafay A sty: 1 
aearerad aepaAaeHT eT WATT INE 
aay Hray say faface: Heq: T WaTHMAY, T VareaTHay, Tes 
qaifrasratag | aeard aafae depres Aad) fe sre! gat 
eaqerefearin + waft) seareferiitsaaeg aeHerererrrararg 
Ta: aaa sft TA) ATTA 
afe at waerATaT TAT Pere eae 
arafa waad art fe faaeqa atfet it 


HA TA: | 
qT: At ATTA FARA saa | 
want Miran AT TAT T AT AT UM 
at aTATA AAU Faeeaaa eft a waar Nftaater: TTT TET 


ATS ATT CANTAST ACATAATT Saag ATA Alay | AT MATT AT 
CHATTY Aaa ATT Wadi | A TATaa ATA AAS TA: | Tae fe wtaca- 
ATAATATATAT FTAA, TAT HST , PACaTSAAAT | TT ATATAAT | 
ATTA aay: aaa af Ta 

ferarer | 


24 faugenradt 
amaratata a afed ater 4 eat wacqarerad: 1 
afe fe vat aeeal feats & dad are: yi 


reaqraaratata diem aatsaat ar afe fe aaerara aaaa suas 
sfaar daa aa afe aracaat avarafafa sfaat daa a dart aea- 
feardt aq saradisafafa ara, saarer ara tT wate | Terre sfetarr 
aret: ae: erate af ar rar 
feFaaTT | 


waar wart yeast Arafed Gaz 
qT STAKAAEATS Waa ATTA: UKEW 
ee owenfa: gata aaet arama faerca: qercaquafaaq a 

Meares Puearqaay | a waren Tore waa aad afe wrarat 
eraTal A eaTaeaaTS afa aaa S + earfatea cearenfaataTeass WaT: 
aged | a fe aa ara aayatata a: | 

ay frat crag: & a sat a fase aearq 

waft eaara: ser ayaa 1 eft 


ary Frere ara: ae rato Ft Frere etey 
anifed age wacaefed art iigol 
a fe aa eater cord sfataarn wifaftarer ar weafaader 
CPT TTS: | Aaa aft a sareeay wat afe eat fr:eqarar: 
aq afaariaaees wifafracer eraral wate a qarqaaetater 
qUiHcadagata, saaea 7 afar 
bette 


aA FA: 


faazarract 25 
aa wa sfatal afer ae te ers TENT | 
ace: fataisd aa: caaTaeT F TENT 1 aha 


Ta FA: | 
aa va sfaver afe yea aq sfrafaary 1 


sfageraa fe wart wrarat faseqaTacery e211 
afe aa va sfaset wafa aradt waier aaeararat fr:eraracd sfeaae- 
afa, 77 Sfare aaararat freraracay | mera siesta fr:e- 
wag a adware sfafrscara star aera | 
sfareaase ct yard Tea afer PaaT 
sfaqa: aa afa a aeag fadtad are: ner 
aay sfasrafa ct adnan fected yeued afer Ta Fay, aT 
ate & sfear aa: sfaret wate area afar ar star | 
FReaTag | | 
sfrrranta are feteag sfadernfed a a fafa i 
Tercfagaatataras wy car Pra ugsi 


qee fefeactaqaata acetate waar qaata aqaq aq a date 
fefeaq sfateafa, acare fafeasfargerfer | cerey aaaTa- 
safrerrd sfrrea sfaas a afraeadteas crarreqaisfererr: frre sfe | 
TTTHAT TH | 
awa ated a crara: fe a sfafeead cara | 
waiad sTaarenfare: faeafe (2) war afr 
TT FH: | 


@ faagkK) 


= ee ee ee Se 


26 faugeatadtt 
qealed ade: sfarsasnfatafee i 
wa aTITAd anratata ca aaa st Tht freer ge 


req War Talfa, Beas Taavaaa: shade: afes:, va fH fr-eqarar: 
wa aa Radads HUdifa, wr Aa: | freraTar: AaaTayT ycdacat 
aad a feral aaa, wofa 1 fag arate eae Arar fa:erarar 
fa araafa caer afer qarefaararare taadsfer ae tae afs | 
aad ahaa areata | tT aaa Caan Hf fag arate 
HaaAaAs Te taadeq | Tararfea caaral wWrarnfacacad 7 Aaa 
faxaarad wife fg aaray coracara acai | Ta Aad 
faraia erara atfet canta setae Fafa, eashs cara ofre: era- 
ara aft aa TATA | 
TST | 
avarifaa faear aTaTaT FAT AAT: | 
vq fazqre: ered sfagsay waa: 
QA AT FARATAT TAT WAC AA TA: | 


TIMES A: TARAAAAT AQITAA: 1 
aartt fret Fy TAT A 8a TTT: EMI 


qT UY Ma AMG sered Ages GRETA at foray: F yaa AaATT- 
Ta UT {vert Aa | 


ate cqMTaa: TAS AAT TA CATA AAT: | 
mea site wafa met aa Ya FT eel 
afe ATTA TAM HAMS: TAMTAT: TATA TAK IACATAT ATA: AAT 


qyaiT: Wiarayra: | aaa NTA: MTATAT: ART Ts | 


faugearacrtt 27 
Wat Faryad TAT | 
farara | 
afe a eared: Care We: Hed fradtag aT 1 
aasaay fafaereqreaisqaTary: 11911 
afe area TAATS: KAMA: TAT F Ua ct fafradaq 1 7 fe evar: 
wen fatradiad sarterearaat Tac Fray | ESS ATR 
fafradra | TeAeeAETATal Ae: | AAT Aaeay ATeahy qAsaq zw: 
THAT TA WITT AT | TT Tea Tee: ATATAT 
fa THI 
a 
adieat ot a fafat:erareargat fe a aq: 0 
frggrea fafet arorarer asdeifa i 
aa FA: | 
wat See: WRT: GaAs FT AAT II 
MTITTgseredceag ahaa FBT: ATH UES 


Uad Sarl VAT Talat ScTHTaIAT TeyRtisaTATT: | awa fe za: 
qaferq darqat: veasfasaer a vaehe wafer: | 
ao 
qq donfase: TeareiaseaitaryrTay i 
TATA TT TA FMT ST TT: AMT: AT Ufa 
at AA: | 


” aehared ad: Wat: Gata a Aaa | 
aareatasaet Bravaeat PTET: ue 

TUT SAAB CT HACAATST AT SHAAT: MAT TAT: | HEAT | ATET- 
wacary | aa fe aqaadat sfareesareasqrrasfaseracy sfarreaistir 


28 farzertaaat 
aera sfatasfatetsafe agama wera sfate: sfafre aft aa 


aferaranacaart sgee wa Yexarafeat sea: aa araeraranfearersy- 
ware WAT: | | 
AIA PBIATAT A | 


tfataaht are fafanfasearaier + a fafeac i 
Tearenfasaqaieataay wy waar fae 


afar seqray i ata aera facaty arty afore: fera:, gee: gaarefratste 
Sa: TarcHrerashs, precast ed:, Tt Jaareitat saaer rar 
ae, Tareas Ta freq ararter, Berea aa TatT: TeHTAT- 
AAA TA | A AAAH | Sra Wafera wa aa: Gaetan: | aft a aay, 
sitter sfatefrat Ft Aah UT BAT eTNS- 
siarraishe fara: | 


waaia +t yaad ger saat Ter gare: 1 
waata a cer fateara sarata Yara TET W901 


mer ya srrafe cer aatat aifnaetteree: aie fee ATCT 
wen fe qerat saafa cer seer aaeae: saat 1 wer seterearacae: 
waafa caer aearatdaenta saafet | ae acarataaenta sorafert ater 
serra wate, wafasarierrar: water | ser aafaerarferran: 
maar cer ttf cerfs qatar: carats 1 wer ster: rater 
Ter wat wegiind a wah, TeaTadisemegeriaed wT crater | 
ra saree satrtag watadnet A safer Tey acter: seTA YT: 
raed A TA 1 Aetacrd WHafa gated aca anfagifteratenr 
aifagifarad, grfteifaret ant,: aifasifreantasrt, orfasiiteata- 
wa: aadeqagreest alfear araeaftar: 1 crafters aqat 


PART III 
English Translation 


INTRODUCTION 


Though only a ‘minor work’ in form, as regards its contents the 
Vigrahavyavartani' is a fundamental text of Madhyamaka, as well as of 
the early Indian dialectical (vdda) tradition. Not only does it admirably 
illustrate the dialectical method followed by Nagarjuna, the founder 
of the school, but it also clarifies the idea of Voidness (fényata) which 
has been so often misunderstood, not only in modern times and abroad, 
but in India itself, and in Nagarjuna’s own time. ‘You have not 
understood the meaning of the voidness of the things’, says Nagarjuna 
to his opponent—a Naiyayika (commentary on v. XXII). 

Written after Nagarjuna’s major work, the Miulamadhyamaka- 
karikds (from which it quotes a verse: commentary on v. XXVIII), 
the Vigrahavydvartani is undoubtedly one of his best works and shows 
him in all that is peculiar to him, above all in his imperturbable consist- 
ency’—as E. Frauwallner observed?. 

In refuting the logician’s criticisms, Nagarjuna does not disdain 
formal logic. Why are all things ‘void’ (Sinya) or “devoid of a: intrinsic 
nature’ (nihsvabhadva) ? Nagarjuna’s ‘reason’ (hetu) is that all things 
are ‘dependently originated’ (pratityasamutpanna)*. But the best way 
for him to refute his opponent’s criticisms is to show the inner con- 
tradictions of the latter’s thought and to use against him his own logic*. 
And that, I think, he does admirably well. We find here, especially, 
a brilliant criticism of the pramdnas ‘means of true cognition’ of the 
Nyaya system, which occupies in this work the central position 
(vv. XXXI-LI), and which is also the first one that has come down 
to us. 

The logician’s objections against what appearsto be a negation, 
in the doctrine of Voidness, are faithfully reproduced by Nagarjuna 
in the Vigrahavydvartani. If, as Nagarjuna says, ‘all things are devoid 
of an intrinsic nature’ (nihsvabhdvah sarvabhavah) or ‘the things have 
no intrinsic nature’ (ndstz svabhavo bhavaném) or ‘all things are void’ 
(fiinyah sarvabhavah), this enunciation must be equally ‘devoid of an 
intrinsic nature’ (nthsvabhdva) or ‘void’ (Siénya). But then, how can 
a void statement deny the other void things ? If this negation is valid, 
the enunciation itself is not void. But, in this case, all things are not 
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_ void, since the enunciation, which is included in ‘all things’, is not 
void. (Kdrikd and orttt I and II). On the other hand, according to 
the logicians, a negation is significant only when the object to be 
negated is a real entity, not when it is a fictitious one. In the circum- 
stances, if the negation of the ‘intrinsic nature’ (svabhdva) of the things, 
in Nagarjuna’s philosophy, has a meaning, it only proves that very 
‘intrinsic nature’ which is negated! (Karika and orttt XI-XII)5. 

Nagarjuna admits the cogency of these arguments. In the Mila- 
madhyamakakarikds he even bases his own argumentation often on the 
logicians’ principle, namely that a negation is not possible if the object 
to be negated is not real. Candrakirti makes it explicit in his comment- 
ary, the Prasannapadaé®. Only, Nagarjuna does not negate anything, 
for there is nothing to be negated: all things being void, there is 
neither a thing to be negated nor a negation (kdrika@ and orttt LXIII). 
The function of the statement ‘All things are devoid of an intrinsic 
nature’ or “The things have no intrinsic nature’, says he, is to ‘make 
known the absence of an intrinsic nature in all things’, because they 
are naturally ‘void of an intrinsic nature’ (svabhdvafinya), being 
‘dependently originated’ (pratityasamutpanna). [Karikdé and ortti LXIV; 
cf. karikad and orttt XXI1L; kartkds LIII and LXVT]. 

Negation of the ‘intrinsic nature’, with Nagarjuna, is thus design- 
ed for dissipating the error of people who see an ‘intrinsic nature’ 
in the things while they have none. In other words, it has merely a 
therapeutic value—as Candrakirti makes it clear in his comment on 
Miilamadhyamakakdarika XV, 117. 

Nagarjuna strives to express the Inexpressible. All his expressions, 
therefore, are bound to remain inadequate. ‘All things are void (or 
devoid of an intrinsic nature)’ is not a “proposition”? which denies 
or affirms something (commentary on v. LX; cf. XXIX, XXX). By 
‘making known’ the ‘voidness’ of all things (LXIV), it only expresses, 
indirectly, the Absolute, which is ‘perfectly appeased’ and ‘isolated’ 
from all its appearances (commentary on v. XXIX, and notes). 

Nagarjuna seems to be a mystic. But he is not a mystic who re- 
nounces thought and its expression in language. Along with all mystical 
philosophers, he knows that ‘the ultimate in thinking as the ultimate in 
communication is silence’®. Like them, too, he uses thought in order 
to transcend it. It is only when by his inexorable logic he has been 
able to bring to light all the contradictions inherent in our relational 
way of thought, that he experiences Being or Nirvana, which is beyond 
all relations,—in a shipwreck so to say’. 
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Nagarjuna’s Absolute is neither the world nor apart from the world. 
It is the ‘intrinsic nature’ of the world. But to say ‘It is the intrinsic 
nature of the world’, is to make of it an object, standing in relation, 
on one hand, to the thinking subject, and on the other, to other objects, 
and thus to deprive it of its all-encompassing character. The only 
way in which Nagarjuna can speak of it (or, rather, out of it) is to say: 
‘All things in the world are devoid of an intrinsic nature’, 1.e., the 
things in the world are not as they appear to us. 

Here Nagarjuna had to face the objection: If all things are void, 
how can our activities in the world become possible ? Even the reli- 
gious discipline taught by the Buddha becomes meaningless. But this 
objection, Nagarjuna replies, springs from a fundamental misunder- 
standing of ‘voidness’, i.e., ‘dependent origination’. All our activities— 
religious or not—are possible only in this relational world of becom- 
ing. If ‘voidness’, i.e., becoming, is denied, then the world itself is 
assumed to be the Absolute, ‘not born, not destroyed, immutable, free 
from the manifold states (of its becoming )’!. “There is nothing to be 
done, no work is undertaken, the agent does not do any work’?2, 

Thus, Nagarjuna neither denies the world nor affirms it. His is a 
‘middle path’ (madhyamd pratipad), whence the name of his philosophy, 
‘Madhyamaka”!’, It is in the world that he transcends the world and 
thus transfigures it. “There is not the slightest difference between 
samsadra and nirvana’: | 


na samsdrasya nirvanat kimcid asti visesanam | 
na nirudnasya samsdrat kimcid asti visesanam || 
nirvanasya ca ya kofth kotih samsaranasya ca | 
na tayor antaram kimcit susitksmam api vidyate || (MK XXV, 19-20). 


‘The difference between them is in our way of looking at them’*. 
Nirvana is samsdra without appearance and disappearance, without 
“dependent origination’: 


va djavamjavibhava upddaya pratitya vd | 
50 ’pratityanupddaya nirvanam upadisyate || (MK XXV, 9). 


The reason why I decided to translate this text was that no complete 
translation of it from the Sanskrit original was available, while there 
were already two translations based on the Tibetan and the Chinese 
versions. The authors of these two translations, S. Yamaguchi!® and 
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Professor G. Tucci!’, were not fortunate enough to be able to use the 
Sanskrit original, which was discovered later in a Tibetan monastery 
by Rahula Sankrtyayana; and, as will be seen, there are notable diver- 
gences between their translations and mine. 

The text was edited for the first time by K. P. Jayaswal and Rahula 
Sankrtyayana in an appendix to Vol. XXIII, Part III (1937), of the 
Journal of the Bihar and Orissa Research Society, Patna. The present trans- 
lation is based on the improved edition by E.H. Johnston and Arnold 
Kunst in Mélanges chinots et bouddhiques, published by the Institut Belge 
des Hautes Etudes Chinoises, Vol. IX: 1948-51 (Bruxelles, 1951), 
pp. 99-152. It is to the labours of these two distinguished scholars that 
we owe now ‘the possibly nearest approximation of Nagarjuna’s origi- 
nal text’. In some places I have differed from them; but I admire the 
patience and the sense of Sanskrit of these two scholars, to whose in- 
troductory remarks I refer the reader for further details about the 
text}. 


NOTES TO THE INTRODUCTION 


]. Ihave not been able to find an adequate English expression for the title. In 
German it is rendered well: ‘Die Streitabwehrerin’ (Frauwallner, p. 199).—On 
vigraha ‘quarrel’, as a form of debate,—the term (viggaha) and the idea already occur 
inthe old Pali Canon (e.g. Suttanipdta 879: viggayha vivddayanti) ,—see, e.g., Satis 
Chandra Vidyabhusana, A History of Indian Logic (reprint: Delhi, Motilal Banarsidass, 
1971), p. 29 (Carakasamhita) ; also Nydyasiitrc 1V 2, 51; Nagarjuna, MK IV, 8 (para- 
paksadiisanam vigrahah ‘vigraha consists in the refutation of the opponent’s position’, 
Candrakirti) ; see also Ruben, Die Nydyas étra’s, Note 58. 

2. ‘Es ist eines seiner besten Werke und zeigt ihn in seiner ganzen Eigenart, vor 
allem in seiner unbeirrbaren Folgerichtigkeit’, Frauwallner, p. 199. 

3. Infra, p. 135, Note.—For Nagarjuna, ‘voidness’ (siinyatd) is the same vhing as 
‘being devoid of an intrinsic nature’ (naihsvabhavya and similar expressions). In order 
to avoid a misunderstanding of this essential idea of Nagarjuna, it may be well to 
indicate here what he means by ‘intrinsic nature’ (svabhdva) : ‘Eigenes Wesen’, writes 
E. Frauwallner, ‘bedeutet nach Nagarjuna, der indischen Wortbedeutung entspre- 
chend, ein Sein aus sich selbst und nur durch sich selbst bedingt, unabhangig von 
allem andern. Daraus folgt aber, dass ein solches eigenes Wesen nicht entstanden ist, 
weil es nicht verursacht sein kann, und dass es nicht dem Vergehen unterworfen 
ist, weil sein Bestehen von nichts anderem abhangt. Es ist daher ewig und unvergan- 
glich. Und so folgert denn Nagarjuna, dass die Dinge der Erscheinungswelt, weil 
sie dem standigen Werden und Vergehen unterliegen, kein eigenes Wesen besitzen 
kénnen’. (Frauwallner, p. 173). 
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4. Cf. Candrakirti, MKV, p. 19 : idam evdsya spastataram diisanam yad ula svapratijia- 
térthasddhandsdmarthyam iti, kim atraénumdnabadhodbhaévanayé prayojanam ? —On_ this 
dialectical method, known as prasanga, cf. Murti, pp. 131-32. 

5. We may recall here what, in Western Philosophy, Quine has nicknamed ‘Plato’s 
beard’ See W. V. Quine, “On What There is”’, in From a Logical Point of View (2nd 
edition, Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1964) , Essay I. 

6. See infra, pp. 132-33, n. 2 on LXIV. 

7. Cf. infra, p. 133, n. 2 on LXIV. 

8. ‘Das Letzte des Denkens wie der Communication ist Schweigen’, Karl Jaspers, 
Vernunft und Existenz (= Aula-Voordrachten der Rijksuniversiteit te Groningen, No. 1, 1935), 
p. 74.—Cf. infra, pp. 113-14, nn. 2-3 on v. XXIX. 

9. ‘Im Scheitern das Sein zu erfahren’, Jaspers, Philosophie III (Berlin, 1932), p. 235. 
—Cf. Murti, p. 160: ‘Negation is thus the despair of thought; but it is at once the 
opening up of a new avenue—the path of intuition...Sinyata is negative only for 
thought; but in itself it is the non-relational knowledge of the absolute’. 

Professor Paul Demiéville, in his Preface to May, p. ii, quotes from Giacomo Lco- 
pardi’s poem, L’Infinito: ‘E il naufragar m’é dolce in questo mare’. 

10. Cf. Jaspers, Philosophie III, p. 234: ‘Das Nichtsein allen uns zuganglichen Scins, 
das sich im Scheitern offenbart, ist das Sein der Transzendenz’. Jaspers has written 
on Buddhism and Nagarjuna. See Koshiro Tamaki’s interesting paper, ‘Jaspers’ 
Auffassung Uber den Buddhismus’, in Journal of Indian and Buddhist Studies (Tokyo), 
Vol. VIII, No. 2 (March 1960), pp. 10-20 (768-58). 

11. ajatam aniruddham ca kitastham ca bhavisyati | 

vicitrabhir avasthabhih svabhave rahitam jagat || MK XXIV, 38. 

12. na kartavyam bhavet kimcid andrabdhaé bhavet kriya | 

karakah sydd akurvénah Stnyatam pratibddhatah || Ibid., 37.—Cf. infra, pp. 125ff., 
vv. LIV-LVI. 
13. yah pratityasamutpddak finyatam tam pracaksmahe | 

sd prajfdptir updddya pratipat saiva madhyama || Ibid., 18. 

“Dependent Origination is that which we call Voidness., It is a mere designation 
based on something, and it is the Middle way’.—Note the expression upddaya prajita- 
ptth ‘a mere designation based on something’ (‘blosse Benennung auf irgendwelcher 
Grundlage’, Frauwallner, p. 190). It is only an expression of the Inexpressible based on 
the conventional truth (cf. infra, pp. 111 ff., v. XXVIII). 

The term ‘Madhyamaka’ is used by Nagarjuna’s followers as the name of the 
philosophy, while they call themselves ‘Madhyamika’. The non-Buddhist w-iters, 
howevei, invariably refer both to the philosophy and to its adherents as ‘MAdhya- 
mika’. 

14. Murti, p. 163. 

15. E. Frauwallner translated a few passages, pp. 200-4. More recently, Professor 
Gnoli translated into Italian the kdrikés only: R. Gnoli, Nagarjuna: Madhyamaka- 
Karikd (Torino, 1961), pp. 139 ff. The kdrikas have also been translated into Danish 
by Chr. Lindtner, Ndgdrjunas filosofiske vaerker, Kobenhavn, 1982 (Indiske Studier 2) , 
pp. 165-74. Recently the karikas and the vrtti have been translated into Hungarian by Judit 
Fehér, in Buddhista Logika (Térténelem és Kuttira 12, Budapest, 1995), pp. 9-60. 

After I completed this work in July 1970, I came to know of a work done on the 
Vigrahavyavartani by the veteran scholar, Professor Satkari Mookerjee (Nava-Ndlanda- 
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Mahavihara Research Publication, Vol. I, 1957). I am grateful to Professors B.K. Matilal and 
J. L. Masson for having made that work available to me from the University of Toronto. 
Professor Mookerjee gives an exposition of the arguments of our text ‘in a language and 
manner intelligible to the modern mind’. —I have not been able to consult F.J. Streng, 
Emptiness. A Study in Religious Meaning (Nashville, Tenn., Abingdon Press, 1967). 

16. Traité de Nagarjuna: Pour écarter les vaines discussions, traduit et annoté par Susumu 
Yamaguchi, in Journal Asiatique, juillet-septembre 1929, pp. 1-86. 

17. Vigrahavyavaratani by Nagarjuna, Translation from the Chinese and Tibetan Text, 
in the author’s Pre-Dinnaga Buddhist Texts on Logic from Chinese Sources, Baroda, 1929 
(Gaekwad’s Oriental Series, No. XLIX). 

18. The relationship between the Vigrahavyavartani and the Nyayasutras has been studied 
by G. Oberhammer (‘Ein Beitrag zu den Vada-Traditionen Indiens’, in Wiener Zeitschrift fur 
die Kunde Std - und Ostastiens und Archiv fir indische Philosophie 
[Vienna] VII [1963], pp. 63 ff.), and by myself (“On the Relationship between Nagarjuna’s 
Vigrahavyaévartani and the Nyayasiitras’, in Journal of Indo-European Studies [USA] 5, 3 [Fall 
1977], pp. 265-73). On _ the © significant Nyaya technical terms 
used in the Vigrahavyavartani, see Glossary published in JIP 5 (1978), pp. 240-41. 

A summary (by myself) of the Vigrahavydvartani is due to appear in Karl H. 
Potter (ed.), Encyclopedia of Indian Philosophies (Mahayana Buddhist Philosophy). 


TRANSLATION 
I 


OBJECTIONS 


I. Ifan intrinsic nature (svabhdva) of the things (bhava), whatever 
they may be, exists nowhere (sarvatra na vidyate), your [very] state- 
ment must be devoid of an intrinsic nature (asvabhdva). It is not, 
therefore, in a position to deny the intrinsic nature [of the things]. 

Whether in the causes (fetu), in the conditions (pratyaya), in the 
combination of the causes and the conditions (hetupratyayasamagri) , or 
in a different thing, nowhere does exist an intrinsic nature. of the 
things, whatever they may be. On this ground it is said that all 
things are void (fanyah sarvabhavah). For instance, the sprout is 
neither in the seed, its cause, nor in the things known as its condi- 
tions, viz., earth, water, fire, wind, etc., taken one by one, nor in 
the totality of the conditions, nor in the combination of the causes 
and the conditions, nor is it anything different from the causes and 
the conditions (na hetupratyayavinirmuktah prthag eva ca). Since 
there is nowhere an intrinsic nature, the sprout is devoid of an in- 
trinsic nature (nihsvabhdva). Being devoid of an intrinsic nature, it 
is void (fiénya). And just as this sprout is devoid of an intrinsic 
nature and hence void, so also are all the things void because of being 
devoid of an intrinsic nature. 

Here we observe: If this isso, your statement that all things are 
void, must also be void. — Why ? — Because your statementis neither 
in its cause — the [four] great elements (mahabhita) , taken collecti- 
vely or severally (samprayuktesu viprayuktesu vd); — nor in its con- 
ditions, the efforts made in the breast, the throat, the lips, the tongue, 
the roots of the teeth, the palate, the nose, the head, etc. (urahkanthau- 
sthajthvddantam ilatalundsikamirdhaprabhrttsu yatnesu)';— nor in the 
combination of both [the cause and the conditions]; — nor again is 
it anything apart from the cause and the conditions. Since it is no- 
where, it is devoid of an intrinsic nature, [and] since it is devoid of 
an intrinsic nature, it is void. For this reason, it is incapable of 
denying the intrinsic nature of all things. A fire that does not exist 
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cannot burn, a weapon that does not exist cannot cut, water that 
does not exist cannot moisten; similarly a statement that does not 
exist cannot deny the intrinsic nature of all things. In these circum- 
stance:, your statement that the intrinsic nature of all things has 
been denied, is not valid. 


1 On the question of phonetics see, e.g., W. S. Allen, Phonetics in Ancient India (Oxfora 
University Press, 1953). See also G. Tucci’s Notes on the Vigrahavydvartani, pp. 23-4. 


II. Now, if this sentence (vékya) is endowed with an intrinsic nature 
(sasvabhdva), your former proposition (padrvd pratifid) is destroyed 
(hata). There is a discordance!, and you should state the special 
reason for it (tasmin viSesahetuf ca vaktavyah). 

Now you may think, in order to avoid this defect (md bhiid esa dosa 
ttt) : this sentence is endowed with an intrinsic nature, and being 
endowed with an intrinsic nature, it is non-void (afinya) ; thus the 
intrinsic nature of all things has been denied by it.— To this we 
reply: If so, then your former proposition ‘All things are void’ is 
destroyed. 


Furthermore: 


Your statement is included in all things (sarvabhdvantargata) . [Now] 
if all things are void, for what reason is your statement non-void, — 
that statement which has denied the intrinsic nature of all things 
because it is [itself] non-void ( yendsiinyatuat sarvabhavasvabhavah prati- 
siddhah)? Thus arises a controversial discussion in six points 
(satkofiko vadah)*?.—How is it ? — Well, 

(1) Ifall things are void, then your statement is void, being in- 
cluded in all things. [And] a negation by that [statement] which 
is void is a logical impossibility (tena Siinyena pratisedhdnupapattih). 
In these circumstances, the negation that all things are void is not 
valid (anupapanna). (2) If, on the other hand, the negation that all 
things are void is valid, then your statement is non-void. [But] 
that negation which it establishes because it is non-void, is not valid 
(aSiinyatudd anena pratisedho ’nupapannah )*,. (3) Now, if all things are 
void, but your statement by which is effected the negation (yena pratise- 
dhak) is non-void, then your statement is not included in all things 
(sarvatrasamgrhitam). Your proposition, then, is contradicted by the 
example‘, (4) If, on the contrary, your statement is included in all 
things, and if all things are void, then your statement also is void. 
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[And] since it is void, it cannot establish a negation (Sinyatudd 
anena nasti pratisedhah). (5) Let us then assume that it is void and 
that there is the negation by it (atha finyam asti canena pratisedhah) : 
‘All things are void’. But, in that case, all things, though 
void, would be capable of performing actions (finyd api sarvabhdvah 
karyakriydsamartha bhaveyuh) — which is absurd (na caitad tstam). (6) 
Let it be granted, then, that all things are void and that they are 
not capable of performing actions (atha finyaéh sarvabhavd na ca 
karyakriyésamartha bhavant1) ; let the proposition be not contradicted 
by the example (md bhid drstantavirodhah). In that case, however, 
the negation of the intrinsic nature of all things by your void state- 
ment is not valid. 


Furthermore: 


Thus, if your statement exists (tadastitvdt) , there arises the following 
discordance: some things are void, and some other things, non-void 
(kimcic chiinyam kimcid afiinyam). And you should state the special 
reason for that discordance, explaining why some things are void, while 
some others are not. You have, however, not stated that reason. 
In these circumstances, your statement that all things are void is not 
valid. 


1 Yamaguchi’s explanation of vaisamikatva by visamavy4apti is ‘anachronistic’, as point- 
ed out by the editors (p. 43, n.9). The word has the same meaning as the usual 
vatsamya. 

2 This has nothing to do with the satpaksir ipakathabhasa (Nydyasiitras V, 1, 39-43) 
—despire Yamaguchi’s note (2). 

3 For the statement is ‘included in all things’. — This is certainly the correct interpre- 
tation, as suggested in the Edition, p.44, n. 3 (and not that on p. 35). The Naiya- 
yika’s objection here is closely related to that raised in the Nydyasitras II, 1, 13-14, 
in connection with the Madhyamika negation of the Naiyayika pramdnas (cf. wv. 
XXXI-LI below): sarvapramapapratisedhac ca pratisedhanupapattih; — tatpramanye vad na 
sarvapramanavipratisedhah. Cf. also Vatsyayana on Nydyasiitra IV, 2, 30. 

4 tatra drstantavirodhah. — The proposition, ‘All things are void’, is contradicted by 
the example (drsfdnta) of the statement that is non-void. Since the statement is not 
‘included in all things’, there can be no question of all things being void. 


Moreover: 


II. If you think that it is like ‘Do not make a sound’, [we reply: ] this 
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also is not valid. For here a sound that is existent prevents the 
other sound that will be(fabdena hy atra sata bhavisyato vdranam tasya). 

You may think: When somebody says: ‘Do not make a sound’, 
he himself makes a sound, and that sound prevents the other sound; 
in just the same manner, the void statement ‘All things are void’ 
prevents the intrinsic nature of all things. — To this we reply: This 
also is not valid. — Why ? — Becausehere a sound that is existent ne- 
gates the future sound. In yourcase, however, it is not an existent state- 
ment that negates the intrinsic nature of all things. For, in your 
opinion (tava hi matena), the statement is non-existent, the intrinsic 
nature of all things is non-existent (vacanam apy asat sarvabhavasvabhdavo 
"py asan). Thus, ‘It is like ‘‘Do not make a sound”’ ’ is a defective pro- 
position (visamopanydsa)'. 


1 visama upanydsah is a favorite remark of Patajfijali, author of the Mahdbhdgya. Cf. 
L. Renou, Terminologie grammaticale du Sanskrit (Paris, 1942 and 1957), s.w upanydsa. 
—Let it be noted in passing that Nagarjuna’s prose—of which the commentary on 
the Vigrahavydvartani is the only extant example—is very similar to that of the Mahd- 
bhasya. Among the ‘imitators’ of Patanjali’s style (cf. on this point L. Renou, 
Histoire de la langue sanskrite, Lyon-Paris, 1956, pp. 135-6) is therefore to be counted now 
Nagarjuna. [For the interpretation of visama upanyasah cf. the Nirnaya-Sagar ed. (1951) of 
the Mahabhasya, Paspasahnika, p. 34. See also below, XXXIV.] 


Moreover: 


IV. If you think that the same holds true of the negation of the nega- 
tion (pratisedhapratisedha) also, that is false. It is your proposition 
which by virtue of its specific character is thus rendered defective 
(laksanato disyate), not mine. 

You may think: ‘According to this very method (anenatva kalpena) ,a 
negation of negation also is impossible; so your negation of the state- 
ment negating the intrinsic nature of all things is impossible (tatra yad 
bhavan sarvabhadvasvabhdvapratisedhavacanam pratisedhayatt tad anupapan- 
nam iti)’. —To this we reply: This also is false. — Why ? — Because the 
objection applies [only] to the specific character of your proposition, 
not to that of mine. It is you who say that all things are void, not I.. 
The initial thesis (pirvakak paksah) is not mine. — In these circum- 
stances, your statement that, such being the case (evam sati), a nega- 
tion of negation also is impossible, is not valid?. 


1 According to the realist, the Madhyamika commits the logical error of negating, 
through a void statement, the intrinsic nature of all things. The realist, however, 
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does not commit any such error when he negates the Madhyamika’s statement negat- 
ing the intrinsic nature of all things — for he does not hold that all things are 
void; his statement, therefore, is not void. 


Moreover: 


V. Now, if [you say that] you deny the things after having apprehend- 
ed them through perception (pratyaksa)!, [we reply:] that perception 
through which the things are apprehended does not exist (tan ndsti 
pratyaksam bhava yenopalabhyante ). 

You cannot say that you deny all things in the statement ‘All things 
are void’, after having apprehended them through perception. — Why ?— 
Because even perception, an instrument of true cognition (pramdna), is 
void, being included in all things (sarvabhdvantargatatvat) . The person 
who apprehends tke things (yo bhdvan upalabhate) is also void. Thus, 
there is no such thing as apprehension through perception, an instru- 
ment of true cognition (tasmdat pratyaksena pramanena nopalambhabhavah) ; 
and a negation of that which is not apprehended is a logical impossibility 
(anupalabdhasya ca pratisedhanupapattih)?. In these circumstances, your 
statement that all things are void is not valid. 

You think, perhaps (syd te buddhih), that youdeny allthings (sarva- 
bhadvavyavartanam kriyate) after having apprehended them through infer- 
ence (anumana), verbal testimony (agama) or comparison (Upamana)’. 


1 Here and in the following verse are mentioned the four pramdgas or ‘instruments of 
true cognition’, typical of the Nyaya school, viz., perception (pratyaksa), inference 
(anumdna), verbal testimony (dgama or Sabda: cf. Vatsyayana on Nydyasitra I, 1,1.3), 
and comparison (upamdna). 

2 Because negation is not possible without an object to be negated (see XI-XII 
below). 


3 Cf. n. 1 above. 
To this we reply: 


VI. In our refutation of perception, we have [already] refuted inference, 
verbal testimony and comparison, as well as the objects to be establish- 
ed by inference, verbal testimony and example (anumdndgamasddhya 
ye rtha drstantasddhyda§ ca) . 

We have [ already] refuted inference, comparison and verbal testi- 
mony, in our refutation of the ‘instrument of true cognition’ ( pramdna), 
perception. Just as perception, an ‘instrument of true cognition’, is 
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void because all things are void (sarvabhdvdndém Siinyatvadt), so also are 
inference, comparison and verbal testimony void because all things are 
void. Those objects which are to be established by inference, verbal 
testimony and comparison are also void because all things are void. 
The person who apprehends the things through inference, comparison 
and verbal testimony, is also void. Thus, there is no apprehension 
of things (tasmdd bhdvandm upalambhabhavah), and a negation of the 
intrinsic nature of things that are not apprehended is a logical 
impossibility (anupalabdhdndm ca svabhdvapratisedhaénupapattih). In these 
circumstances, your statement that all things are void is not valid. 


1 Drsdjnta ‘example’ is used here in the sense of upamdna ‘comparison’. Notice that 
in the commentary portion upemdna is used throughout.—Cf. P. Hacker, Untersuchungen 
iiber Texte des frithen Advaitavdda, 1, Die Schiler Sankaras (= Abhandlungen der Akademie 
der Wissenchaften und der Literatur in Mainz, 1950, NR. 26), p. 158 (== 2064), n. 1: 
upamdna == dys {dnta. 

v.creover: 

VII. People conversant with the sate of things (dharmavasthavido janah) 
think that the good things have a good intrinsic nature (kusalandm 
dharmanadm manyante kusalam svabhévam) . The same distinction (viniyoga) 
is made with regard to the rest [of the things] too (the bad things, and 
so on). 

The commentary on this verse is a long list of 119 kufaladharmas 
and of other dharmas, which is of no particular interest ina treatise on 
dialectics. Quite a number of technical terms used remain, more- 
over, uncertain. Cf. Text, p. 47, n. 6, which refers to E. H. 
Johnston’s article ‘Nagarjuna’s List of Kusaladharmas’, in Indian His- 
torical Quarterly, XIV, pp. 314—323. 

In their Introduction (pp.39-40), the editors observe: ‘While the 
text is divided in two parts, 20 verses setting out the opponents’ criti- 
cisms of Nagarjuna’s views and 50 verses giving his reply, the objec- 
tions are not in fact all made by the same critic. The dharmdvasthauid 
theorists of verse 7 are clearly Buddhist; though it is difficult to deter- 
mine their school, the details in the commentary exclude the possibility 
of their being Sarvastivadins, to whose theory of the dharmas much 
of the argument elsewhere would apply’. Professor Tucci holds the 
same view (Pre-Ditndga Buddhist Texts on Logic, p. xiii). For my part, 
I am rather inclined to think that the author of this objection is the 
Naiyayika himself, who uses against Nagarjuna, a Buddhist, the stand- 
point of the Buddhist realists. Cf. infra, p.128, n. 2, on LV. 
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VII. And those things which lead to emancipation (nairydnika) have 
an intrinsic nature that leads to emancipation (natrydntkasvabhdva). 
Similarly with the things which do not lead te emancipation, and so 
on (anatrydntkddindm), things which have been mentioned in connec- 
tion with the state of things (dharmdavasthoktaéndm) . 

The commentary gives an enumeration of the dharmas and then says, 
as at the end of the commentary on the preceding verse: Thus, since 
the intrinsic nature of things is in this way seen to be of different 
kinds (anekaprakéra), your statement that all things are devoid of an 
intrinsic nature and that being devoid of an intrinsic nature they are 
void (nthsvabhdvdh sarvabhdvd nihsvabhdvatudc chiinyd iti), is not valid. 


Furthermore: 


IX. If the things had no intrinsic nature, then even the name 
‘absence of intrinsic nature’ would not exist (nthsvabhdva ity evam 
ndmapi bhaven naivam)!; for there isno name without an object [to be 
named] (ndma hi furvastukam ndsti) . 

If all things were devoid of an intrinsic nature, there would, never- 
theless, be an absence of intrinsic nature (yadi sarvadharmanam sva- 
bhdvo na bhavet tatrdpi nihsvabhavo bhavet). [But] then, even the name 
‘absence ofintrinsic nature’ would not exist (tatra nthsvabhdva ity evam 
ndmapi na bhavet). — Why ? — Because there is no name whatsoever 
without an object [to be named] (ndma hi nirvastukam kimcetd api ndstt) — 
Thus, since the name exists (ndmasadbhdvat), there is an intrinsic nature 
of the things; and since they have an intrinsic nature, all things 
are non-void (afinya). Your statement, therefore, that all things are 
devoid of an intrinsic nature and that, being devoid of an _ intrinsic 
nature, they are void, is not valid?. 


1At the end of the first line I prefer to read, with Rahula Sankrtyayana, evam (eva 
in Johnston and Kunst’s edition). 


2 The name ‘absence of intrinsic nature’ must refer to something which is absent. 
See X-XII below, with the notes on XI and XII. 


Moreover: 


X%&. Now you may say: There is an intrinsic nature, but that does not 
be.ong to the things (sa ca dharmdndm na vidyate). There is, then, an 
intrinsic nature without the things (dharmair vind svabhévah), and you 
should explain to what it belongs (sa _yasya tad yuktam upadesfum). 
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Now you may fancy: Let there be no name without an object; 
there is an intrinsic nature, but that does not belong to the things; thus, 
the voidness of the things because of their being devoid of an intrinsic 
nature will be established (evam dharmasiinyata nihsvabhdvatvdd dharma- 
nam siddha bhavisyati) , and the name will not be without an object [to 
be named ].— To this we reply: You should explain that object, apart 
from the things, to which now belongs thus that intrinsic nature 
(evam yasyedanim sa svabhavo dharmavinirmuktasyarthasya sa_yuktam upades tum 
arthah). You have, however, not explained that. Hence your assumption 
(kalpand): ‘there is an intrinsic nature but it does not belong to the 


things’, is ruled out (hind). 


Furthermore: 


XI. Since the negation ‘There is no pot in the house’ (ndsti ghato 
gehe) is seen to be only of an existent (sata eva), this negation of yours 
is that of an existent intrinsic nature (satah svabhdvasya). 

It is only an existent object that is negated, not a non-existent one. 
For instance, when it is said: ‘There is no pot in the house’, it is an 
existent pot that is negated, not a non-existent one (sato ghafasya prati- 
sedhah kriyate ndsatah). In like manner it follows that the negation 
‘The things have no intrinsic nature’ (ndsti suabhdvo dharmanaém) is the 
negation of an existent intrinsic nature, not of a non-existent one. In 
these circumstances, the statement that all things are devoid of an 
intrinsic nature is not valid. By the very fact that a negation is 
possible, the intrinsic nature of all things is non-negated?. 


7 pratisedhasambhavad eva sarvabhdvasvabhadvo ‘pratisiddhah. Or °svabhdvah prasiddhah 
(‘the intrinsic nature of all things is established’)? Cf. Text, p. 50,n. 9 and v. 
LXI below. — ‘Whenever we talk of negation or absence, it is relevant to ask of what 
the absence or negation is that we are talking about. Nyaya does not accept any such 
thing as ‘pure negation’. Thus, an absence, it claims, must be an absence of some- 
thing. This something is termed the pratiyogin (the counterpositive) of the absence 
in question. In this respect the term ‘absence’ is comparable to the term ‘cognition’ 
(jflana). An instance of cognition is also a cognition of something. 

‘,..Nyaya arrives at absence as a property by a hypostasis of denial. It interprets 
denials like ‘‘a is not there’’ or “‘a is absent there” as “‘there is an absence of a there.” 
Thus the absence of a is asserted as a separate entity, and a, the object of denial, is 
called the ‘counterpositive”’. (B. K. Matilal, The Navya-nydya Doctrine of Negation: 
The Semantics and ‘Ontology of Negative Statements in Navya-nydya Philosophy { = Harvard 
Orientat Series, 46, Cambridge, Mass., 1968], p. 52). 
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Cf. VaiSesikasiitra IX, 1, 10: nasti ghato geha iti sato ghafasya gehasamyogapratisedhah 
(ndsti ghato ’smin dese kale veti desadinisedho gha{ddeh, na svartipato nisedhah kriyata ttt, 
Candrananda). Cf. also Uddyotakara, Nydyavdrttika on II, 1, 12 (p. 427 in Nydya- 
darfanam 1, Calcutta; cf. IIT, 1,1, p. 699) : na hv ayam ndstind samanddhikarano ghafddi- 
Sabdo ghatabhdvam pratipddayati, api tu gehaghatasamyogam vd kdlavitesam vd ghatasya 
sdmarthyam 04 pratisedhati... 


And again: 


XII. If that intrinsic nature does not exist, what, then, do you negate 
by this statement ? The negation of a non-existent is established with- 
out words (rte vacanat pratisedhak sidhyate hy asatah). 

If that intrinsic nature does not exist at all, what do you negate by 
this statement: ‘All things are devoid of an intrinsic nature’ ? The 
negation of a non-existent, e.g., that of the coolness of fire (agneh 
Saityasya) or of the heat of water (apdm ausnyasya), is established with- 
out words!, 


1 Cf. Matilal, op. cit., p. 54, n. 9: ‘Nyaya insists that the negate of a negation, i.c., 
the counterpositive of an absence, myst not be an unexampl¢d term. In other words, 
we cannot simply negate a term which has no denotation. To putitin another way, 
we cannot have an absence whose counterpositive is a fictitious entity’. The author 
cites Udayana’s Nydvakusumafjali III, 2. See also Dinesh Chandra Guha, Navya 
Nydya System of Logic (Some Basic Theories & Techniques) [ Varanasi, 1968], pp. 112-113. 
Our passage seems to be an early and simple statement of this theory. See also 


B. K. Matilal, ‘Reference and Existence in Nydya and Buddhist Logic’, FIP | 
(1970), pp. 83-1 10.— Mandanamisra, Brahmasiddhi (ed. Kuppuswami Sastri, Madras, 


1937: Madras Government Oriental Manuscripts Series No. 4), pp. 44-45. See also Vat $e si- 
kasiitra IV, 1, 4, and Sankara, Brahmasiitrabhdsya II, 2, 15 (where, in the Stitra, prati- 
sedhdbhdva is read instead of pratisedhabhdva), with Vacaspatimisra, Bhémati.— 
Introduction, p. 90 and n. 5. 


Furthermore: 


XIII. Just as ignorant people (bala) wrongly perceive a mirage as 
water’, [and that wrong perception is removed by some person who 
knows, in like manner you may think that] you negate a wrong 
perception of a non-entity (evam mithydgrahah syat te pratisedhyato hy 
asatah )?, 

When ignorant people wrongly perceive a mirage as water, a 
scholarly person (panditajatiyena purusena), in order to remove that 
perception, says: ‘But that mirage is without water’ (nerjalad sd mrga- 
trsnad). Likewise, you may think that the statement ‘All things are 


104 THE DIALECTICAL METHOD OF NAGARJUNA 


devoid of an intrinsic nature’ is meant for removing people’s percep- 
tion of an intrinsic nature in things that are devoid of an intrinsic 
nature (evam nihsvabhdvesu yah svabhdve grahah sattudndm tasya vydvar- 
tandrtham nihsvabhdvah sarvabhava ity ucyata iti) | 


1 myrgatrsndyam yathdjalagréhah. The compound yathdjalagréaha, which also occurs in 
the commentary on v. LXVI below, is explained in the commentary on the present 
verse as: jalam iti grahah. 


? On pratisedhyatas, cf. Text, p. 51, n. 7 (and Introduction, p. 39).—A normal construction 
for a Buddhist writer. 


To this we reply: 


XIV. But this being so, the aggregate of these six things exists: 
the perception (graéha), the object to be perceived (grdhya), the 
perceiver of that object (tadgrahitr), the negation (pratisedha), the 
object to be negated (pratisedhya), and the negator (pratiseddhr). 

If this is so, then the perception of people, the object to be perceiv- 
ed, people who perceive it, the negation of that wrong perception, 
the object to be negated, viz., the wrong perception, and people like 
you who negate this perception (pratiseddhéro yusmadddayo ’sya grahasya) 
—all these exist. The aggregate of the six is, therefore, established 
(stddham satkam). [And] that aggregate of the six being established 
(tasya satkasya prasiddhatvaét), your statement that all things are void 
is not valid. 


XV. You may think that there is no perception, no object to be 
perceived, and no perceiver. But, in that case, there is no negation, 
no object to be negated, and no negator. 

If, in order to avoid this defect (ma bdbhiid esa dosa iti krivd), you say 
that there is no perception, no object to be perceived, and no per- 
ceiver, then even the negation of the perception, viz., the statement 
that all things are devoid of an intrinsic nature (grdhasya yah pratisedho 
nihsvabhavadh sarvabhava iti), does not exist. The object to be negated 
and the negators, too, do not exist. 


XVI. And if there is no negation, no object to be negated and no 
negator, then all things are established, as well as their intrinsic nature 
(siddha hi sarvabhavds tesdm eva svabhavas ca). 

And if there is no negation, no object to be negated, and no nega- 
tor, then all things are non-negated (apratisiddhah sarvabhdvaéh), and 
they have an intrinsic nature (asti ca sarvabhadvandm svabhdvah). 
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Furthermore: 


XVII. Your ‘reason’ [for establishing your thesis] cannot be estab- 
lished (hetof ca te na siddhih). How can there be, indeed, a ‘reason’ for 
you, when everything is devoid of an intrinsic nature (natksvdbhdvyat 
kuto hi te hetuh) ? And this thesis of yours which 1s devoid of a ‘reason’, 
cannot be established (nirhetukasya siddhir na copapanndsya te ’rthasya). 

Your reason for the thesis that all things are devoid of an intrinsic 
nature cannot be established (nihsvabhdvah sarvabhadva ity etasminn 
arthe te hetor asiddhih). —-Why ? — Because all things, being devoid 
of an intrinsic nature, are void. How, therefore, can there be a reason 
(tato hetuh kutah)? [And] if there is no reason (asati hetau), how indeed 
can the thesis devoid of a reason, namely that all things are void, be 
established ? — In these circumstances, your statement that all things 
are void is not valid. 


Moreover: 


XVIW. If your negation of the intrinsic nature is established with- 
out any reason (yadi cahetoh siddhith svabhdvavinivartanasya te bhavat:), 
my affirmation of the things’ being endowed with an intrinsic nature 
is also established without any reason (svdbhdvyasydstitvam mamapi 
nirhetukam siddham). 


[The commentary is merely a paraphrase of the verse. For a 
similar argument cf. Candrakirti, MKV, pp..55-6 (L. de La Vallée 
Poussin pointed this out in his note 1 on page 56).] 


XIX. Nor can you hold that the things’ being devoid of an intrinsic 
nature is the existence of the reason (atha hetor astitvam bhavdsvabhav- 
yam ity anupapannam); for there is not a single thing in the world which 
is devoid of an intrinsic nature and [at the same time] existent (lokesu 
nthsvabhévo na hi kaScana vidyate bhavah). 

If you think that the fact that the things are devoid of an intrinsic 
nature is the existence of the reason, [we answer:] that argument is 
not valid. — Why ? — Because there is nothing in the world that is 
existent, while being devoid of an intrinsic nature’. 


1 This is how I understand this passage. According to the editors (p. 54, n. 1), 
‘The argument is that “if you suppose that the cause exists in reality and that all things 
(which include the cause) are without essence (so that the cause is at the same time 
really existent and without essence)”’, that argument is not valid’. About the com- 
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mentary sentence, yadi hetor astituam manyase nihsvabhdvdh sarvabhdvd iti, tad anupapan- 
nam, they further observe: ‘This sentence may not be in order; it would improve it 
to put manyase before hetor and add ca after nihsvabhadvah’. All that, it seems to me, 
is unnecessary. 


Furthermore : 


XX. It is not possible to hold that the negation comes first and then 
the thing to be negated. Nor is it possible to hold that the negation 
comes after [the thing to be negated], or that they are simultaneous. 
—The intrinsic nature [of the things] is, therefore, existent (yatah sva- 
bhdvah san). 

It is not possible to hold that the negation comes first and then the 
thing to be negated. For, if the thing to be negated does not exist 
(asatt ht pratisedhye), of what is the negation (kasya pratisedhah) ? Nor 
is it possible to hold that the negation comes after the thing to be 
negated. For, if the thing to be negated is [already] established 
(stddhe ht pratisedhye), what purpose is served by the negation (kim 
prattsedhah karoti)? Now [if you say that] the negation and the thing 
to be negated are simultaneous, [we answer]: even in _ that 
way, the negation is not the cause of the object to be negated, nor is 
the object to be negated the cause of the negation (na pratisedhah 
prattsedhyasyarthasya karanam, pratisedhyo na pratisedhasya ca), just as of 
the two horns', grown simultaneously (yugapadutpannayoh), the right 
horn is not the cause of the left horn, nor is the left horn the cause of 
the right horn. — In these circumstances, your statement that all 
things are void is not valid?. 


| Safa" in the text is an unnecessary addition to visdna, as the editors have rightly observed 
(p. 54, n. 9).—Cf. Candrakirti on MK XX, 7 : na caikakdlayoh savyetarago-visanayor 
janyajanakatvam drstam, vamadaksinakarayos caranayor va.—Vaidalyaprakarana, quoted by 
Yamaguchi, p. 78; Upayahrdaya in Tucci, p. 29; Tarkasastra in Tucci, pp. 3, 18; Gaudapada, 
Agamasastra (= Mandukyakarika) IV, 16 (cf. VidhuSekhara Bhattacarya, Gaudapddiyam 
Agamasastram, University of Calcutta, 1950, pp. 115-6); Sankara, Brahmasutrabhasya Ml, 2, 17 
(p. 519); Jayantabhatta, Nyayamanjani, p. 628, 1. 13; Bhasarvajnia, Nyayabhusana, p. 350, 1. 
18 (read savyetarayoh, instead of sadhyetarayoh). 

2 Cf. Nydyasitra II, 1, 12: traikdlydsiddheh pratisedhanupapattih. — Vatsyayana : 
purvam hi pratisedhasiddhav asati pratisedhye kim anena pratisidhyate ? pascatsiddhau 
pratisedhyasiddhih, pratisedhabhavad iti. yugapatsiddhau pratisedhyasiddhyabhyanujnanad 
anarthakah pratisedha iti. As will be seen, Vatsyayana’s interpretation is a little different from 
that given in the commentary on our verse here. See also Nydyasiitra V, 1, 20. 
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Il 


REPLY! 


[Refutation to the first objection] 


XXI. If my statement does not exist in the combination of the cause 
and the conditions, or independently of them, then the voidness of the 
things is established because of their being devoid of an intrinsic 
nature (Siényatvam siddham bhavandm asvabhdvatvat). 

If my statement does not exist in its cause and in its conditions...?, 
it is devoid of an intrinsic nature, and, being devoid of an intrinsic 
nature, it is void. Now the voidness of this statement of mine is 
established because of its being devoid of an intrinsic nature. And 
just as this statement of mine is void because of its being devoid 
of an intrinsic nature, so also are all things void because of their being 
devoid of an intrinsic nature. In these circumstances, your statement: 
“Because of the voidness of your statement it is not possible to establish 


the voidness of all things’, is not valid. 
In this part NagArjuna quotes all the verses translated above, and then gives his 


reply. I have not thought it necessary to repeat them here. 
2 The commentary here is a restatement of what was said by the opponent in verse I 
above. 


Furthermore : 


XXII. That nature of the things which is dependent is called void- 
ness', for that nature which is dependent is devoid of an intrinsic 
nature (yaf ca pratityabhdvo bhavati hi tasydsvabhdvatvam). 

You have not understood the meaning of the voidness of the things. 
So you have set out to criticize me, saying: ‘Since your statement is 
devoid of an intrinsic nature, the negation of the intrinsic nature of 
the things is not valid’. That nature of the things which is dependent 
is voidness. — Why ? — Because it is devoid of an intrinsic nature. 
Those things which are dependently originated are not, indeed, 
endowed with an intrinsic nature; for they have no_ intrinsic 
nature (ye hi pratityasamutpannad bhavds te na  sasvabhdva bhavanti, 
svabhavabhavat). — Why ? — Because they are dependent on causes 
and conditions (hetupratyayasapeksatvat). If the things were by 
their own nature (svabhdvatah), they would be even without the 
aggregate of causes and conditions (pratyakhydyapi hetupratyayam). But 
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they are not so. Therefore they are said to be devoid of an intrinsic 

nature, and hence void. Likewise it follows that my statement also, 

being dependently originated (pratityasamutpannatvat), is devoid of 
an intrinsic nature, and, being devoid of an intrinsic nature, 1s void. 
—But things like a cart, a pot, a cloth, etc., though void of an intrinsic 
nature (svabhdvasiinya) because of being dependently originated, are 
occupied with their respective functions, e.g., carrying wood, grass 
and earth, containing honey, water and milk, and protecting from 
cold, wind and heat. Similarly this statement of mine, though devoid 
of an intrinsic nature because of being dependently originated, is 
engaged in the task of establishing the being-devoid-of-an-intrinsic- 
nature of the things (nithsvabhdvatvaprasddhane bhavaném vartate).—In 
these circumstances, your statement: ‘Your statement, being devoid of 
an intrinsic nature, is void, and, being void, it cannot negate the 
intrinsic nature of all things’, is not valid. 


1 vas ca pratityabhavo bhadvaénam Siinyateti sa prokta. — Cf. MK XXIV, 18: yah pratitya- 
samutpadah Sinyatam tam pracaksmahe. (yah pratyayadhinu sa $inya uktah, Anavataptahradapa- 
samkramana-Siitra, quoted by Candrakirti, several times. Cf. supra, p. 89) . 


Furthermore: 


XXII. Suppose that a person, artificially created (nirmitaka), 
should prevent (pratisedhayeta) another artificial person, or that a 
magic man (mdydpurusa) should prevent another man created by his 
own magic (svamdyayd srstam) [from doing something]. Of the same 
nature would be this negation (pratisedho ’yam tathaiva syat)'. 
Suppose that an artificial man should prevent another artificial 
man occupied with something (kasmimScid arthe vartamanam), or that 
a magic man created by a magician (mdydkdarena srs tah) should prevent 
another magic man created by his own magic and occupied with 
something. There, the artificial man who is prevented is void, and 
he (the artificial man) who prevents is also void; the magic man who 
is prevented is void, and he (the magic man) who prevents is also 
void. In like manner, a negation of the intrinsic nature of all 
things by my statement is possible, even though this statement is void 
(evam eva madvacanena Siinyendpi sarvabhdvanam svabhdvapratisedha 
upapannah). In these circumstances, your statement: ‘Because of 
the voidness of your statement, a negation of the intrinsic nature of 
all things is not possible’, is not valid. In this way is also prevented 
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the controversial discussion in six points that you spoke of (tatra yo 
bhavata satkotiko vada uktah |so ’pi tenaiva pratisiddhah)*. For, this being 
so, it is not true that my statement is not included in all things; 
there is nothing that is non-void; nor are all things non-void?. 


1 Cf MK XVIE, 31-32. 

2 Pp. 96, above. 

8 According to the opponent, either the Madhyamika’s statement is not 
‘included in all things’, and in that case some things are void and some others, 
non-void; or the statement, being ‘included in all things’, is itself void and 
thus non-existent and hence incapable of performing an action, viz., the negation. 
But the Madhyamika says in reply that his statement is ‘included in all things’, being 
void like all other things. There can be no question of some things being void and 
of some others being non-void. It cannot be maintained, however, that the state- 
ment does not exist at all: it exists in a certain manner — like the artificial man or 
the magic man. Though void, the latter prevent other void persons from doing 
something; similarly the statement, though void, can negate other void things. 


Now about your statement [contained in v. II above]: 


XXIV. This statement is not endowed with an inirinsic nature (na 
svabhavikam etad vakyam). There is therefore no abandonment of 
position on my part (tasmdn na vaddahadnir me). ‘There is no discord- 
ance (ndsti ca vatsamikatvam), and [hence] there is no special reason 
to be stated (viSesahetus ca na nigadyah)', 


This statement of mine, being dependently originated, is not endow- 
ed with an intrinsic nature (na svabhdvopapannam). As previously stated, 
since it is not endowed with an intrinsic nature, it is void. And 
since this statement of mine is void, just as all other things are void, 
there is no discordance. For, there would be a discordance [only] 
if we said: This statement is non-void (afinya), while all other things 
are void (fiinya). We, however, do not say that. There is, therefore, 
no discordance. And since the following discordance, this statement 
is non-void while all other things are void, does not exist, we do not 
have tostate the special reason (tasmdd asmabhir vifesahetur na vaktavyah): 
for this reason (anena hetund) this statement is non-void while all 
[other] things are void. — In these circumstances, your statement: 
‘There is on your part an abandonment of position, there is a discord- 


ance, and you should state the special reason’, is not valid. 
1On the word nigadya, which is against Panini III, 1,100 see Indologica Taurtnensta (Torino) 
VII (1979), pp. 110-11. 
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[Refutation of the second objection: see v. III above. ] 


AXV. The example given by you: ‘It is like “Do not make a sound” ’, 
is not appropriate. There a sound is prevented by another sound, 
but the case here is not just the same (Sabdena tac ca Sabdasya vadranam 
nawwam evattat). 

This example, moreover, is not ours (ndpy ayam asmakam drstdantah). 
That void statement does not prevent voidness (na Sinyatém pratise- 
dhayati) asa person, when he says: ‘Do not make a sound’, makes a 
sound and at the same timepreventsa sound.— Why ? — Because, in 
this example, a sound is prevented by another sound. But the case 
here is not the same. We say: all things are devoid of an intrinsic 
nature, and hence void. — Why ? 


XXXVI. Because, if things devoid of an intrinsic nature were prevent- 
ed by something devoid of an intrinsic nature (nathsvdbhdvyadndm cen 
nathsvdbhdvyena varanam yadi), with the cessation of [their] being 
devoid of an intrinsic nature would be established [their] being en- 
dowed with an intrinsic nature (nathsvdbhdvyaniurttau svdbhdvyam hi 
prasiddham syat)*. 

This example would be appropriate if by a statement devoid of an 
intrinsic nature were prevented things devoid of an intrinsic nature — 
as by the sound: ‘Do not make a sound’ is prevented another sound. 
Here, however, by a statement devoid of an intrinsic nature is negated 
the intrinsic nature of the things (tha tu nathsvdbhdvyena vacanena 
bhdvandm svabhdvapratisedhah kriyate). If by a statement devoid of an 
intrinsic nature were negated the things’ being devoid of an intrinsic 
nature (yadi naihsvdbhdvyena vacanena bhavdndm nathsvdbhavyaprati- 
sedhah kriyate), the things, by the very fact of being negated in their 
quality of being devoid of an intrinsic nature (naihsvdbhdvyapratisid- 
dhatvdd eva), would be endowed with an intrinsic nature (sasvabhdva 
bhaveyukh). Being endowed with an intrinsic nature, they would be 
non-void. We, however, declare that the things are void, not that 
they are non-void (Sinyatdm ca vayam bhaévandm acaksmahe, ndSiinyatam). 
This, therefore, is a non-example (adrsfanta evdyam)?. 


1 naihsvabhdvya is used here both as an adjective and asanoun. The first is derived 
from nihsvabhava ‘absence of an intrinsic nature’, and the second, from nihsvabhdva 
‘devoid of an intrinsic nature’. Cf. v. IX above. 
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* For cne Madhyamika, the opponent’s example is not appropriate. When one 
says: ‘Do not make a sound’, one prevents by the sound one makes another sound. 
The Madhyamika, however, by his void statement, ‘All things are void’, does not 
negate other void things but only negates the things that we regard as non-void. There 
is thus no agreement between the two cases. 


XXVIII. Or suppose that an artificial person should prevent the 
false notion of somebody who with regard to an artificial woman 
thinks: ‘This is a woman’. This would be like that (evam bhaved etat). 

Or suppose that in an artificial woman, void of an intrinsic nature 
(svabhavasiinya), some man should have the false notion (asadgraha) 
that it is really (paramdarthatah) a woman and, as a result of that false 
notion, should feel desire for her. The Tathagata or a disciple of 
the Tathagata would [then] create an artificial man (nirmitako nir- 
mitah syat), [and] the latter would dispel the false notion of that man, 
through the power (adhisthana) of the Tathagata or of the disciple of 
the Tathagata. Likewise, by my void statement, comparable to the 
artificial man (nirmitakopamena Siinyena madvacanena), is prevented the 
idea of an intrinsic nature in all things which are devoid of an intrinsic 
nature and comparable to the artificial woman (nirmitakastrisadrSesu 
sarvabhavesu nihsvabhadvesu yo ’yam svabhdvagrahah sa nivartyate) . Thus, this 
is an appropriate example for establishing voidness, not the other one 
(tasmad ayam atra drstdntah Sinyatdprasddhanam praty upapadyamdanah, 
netarah )'. 


1 upapadyamana in this sentence is not so ‘odd’ as the editors think (p. 60, n. 13). 
See also the end of the commentary on the next verse, and that on v. LIV. The 
word occurs also in other texts. 


XXVIII. Or this reason (fetu) is similar in nature to the thesis to be 
established (sadhyasama), for sound has no[ real] existence (na hi vidyate 
dhvaneh satta). We do not speak, however, without having recourse 
to the conventional truth (samvyavahara). 

The reason (hetu)! ‘Itis like ‘‘Do not makea sound’”’ is of the same 
nature as the thesis to be established — Why ? — Because all things, 
being devoid of an intrinsic nature, are alike (nathsvdbhdvyendavisistatvat) . 
That sound, being dependently originated, has not, indeed, an existence 
by its own nature (na hi tasya dhoaneh pratityasamutpannatoat svabhdvasatta 
vidyate). [And] since it hasno existence by its ownnature, your state- 
ment: ‘For here a sound that is existent prevents the other sound that 
will be’, is precluded (uydhanyate). It is not, however, without having 
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recourse to the conventional truth (vyavahdrasatya) , it is not by rejecting 
the conventional truth, that we say: All things are void. For it is 
not possible to teach the absolute truth (dharma) without having recourse 
to the conventional truth. As has been said: 

‘The transcendent truth cannot be taught without having recourse 
to the conventional truth. [And] Nirvana canndt be attained with- 
out realizing the transcendent truth”. 

Thus, all things are void like my statement (tasmdn madracanavac 
chiinyah sarvabhdvah), and that all things are devoid of an intrinsic 
nature, follows in both ways (ubhayathopapadyamanam) [1.e., both by 
virtue of the ‘reason’ and of the thesis to be established ]*. 


1 The term hetu ‘reason’ is used here in the sense of drsfanta ‘example’. A similar 
instance is furnished by Gaudapada’s AgamasSastra (= Mand ikyakarikd) TV, 20 (quoted 
in my paper referred to in note 3 below). Sankara, in his comment on the latter 
passage, observes: hetur iti drstanto ‘trabhipretah, gamakatvat. prakrto hi drstanto na hetuh. 
Note that the ‘reason’ is inseparably connected with the ‘example’ in the Nyaya 
inferential system. See Nydyasitras I, 1, 34-37, and Vatsyayana’s Bhdsya on I, 1, 39. 
a also Nydyasiitra V, 1, 11 : pratidrstaniahetutve ca nahetur drs{aniah. 

2 yyavahdram andsritya paramartho na desyate] 
paramartham andgamya nirvégam nd dhigdmyate|j (MK XXIV, 10).—The verb 4d-gam- 
is used in both the senses ‘to have recourse to’ and ‘to understand, realize’. On its 
use in the latter sense cf. ASvaghosa, Buddhacarita XII, 38 and 116; Saundarananda 
XVI, 42 (both in E. H. Johnston’s editions, Lahore 1936 and 1928, respectively; 
reprint: Delhi, Motilal Banarsidass, 1972 and 1975). 
The absolute truth is beyond words (anaksara). But it is taught ‘through super- 
imposition’ (samdropat), with the help of the conventional turth. — See Miurti, pp. 
232, 253. | 
8 For the realist, when one says: ‘Do not make a sound’, a sound that is existent 
prevents another sound that is not existent, whereas the Madhyamika’s statement 
‘All things are void’ cannot prevent anything, for it is itself void. To this 
the Madhyamika replies that there is no sound that is ‘existent’; the objection, 
therefore, is not valid; on the contrary, the example proves his thesis.—The 
idea of sddhyasama will occur again when Nagarjuna takes up the question 
of the possibility of a negation in the three times (v. LXIX). This is one 
of the several Naiydyika technical terms used by NAg4rjuna in this treatise (see 
Glossary, published in J/P 5 [1978], pp. 240-41). It should be noted, however. that 
Nagarjuna and Candrakirti do not use the term in the sense in which NyAya uses it. See 
my ‘Note on the interpretation of the term sddhyasamain Madhyamaka Texts’, in FIP 
2, 3/4 (March/June 1974), pp. 225-30. Cf. also, for instance, Candrakirti, MKY., 
p. 283, 11. 3ff. There is a verse in Aryadeva’s CatuhSataka (reconstructed from the 
Tibetan ), which, although it does not use the term sddhyasama, is clearly reminiscent 
of the Ny4ya use of it (on which cf. B. K. Matilal, ‘A Note on the Nyaya Fallacy 
Sadhyasama and Petitio Principii’, in JJP 2, 3/4, pp. 211-24). The opponent 
wants to prove the reality of the sense-objects on the ground that they are perceived. 
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But Aryadeva argues that they are not perceived, and concludes: tasmdt sddhyena 
sddhyasya siddhir naivopapadyate. Since the ‘reason’, the fact of being perceived (pratya- 
ksatva), is itself to be proved (sddhya), it cannot establish the thesis to be established 
(sddhya). (The CatuhSataka of Aryadeva, Sanskrit and Tibetan Texts with copious extracts 
from the Commentary of Candrakirti, reconstructed and edited by Vidhushekhara Bhat- 
tacharya, Visva-Bharati Series 2, Calcutta 1931, Ch. XIII, v. 5 [Kariké 305, p. 172]). 
So far as I can see, Nagarjuna and Candrakirti never express themselves in this way. 
— Vaidya’s interpretation of Aryadeva’s Karikad 396 (Ch. XVI, v. 21), followed by 
May (P. L. Vaidya, Etudes sur Aryadeva et son Catuhsataka, chapitres VILI-XVI, Paris 
1923, p. 166; cf. May, p. 93, n. 205), is inexact. See Candrakirti’s comment, 
pp. 289-90. The rendering of sddhyasama by ‘petitio principii’, ‘pétition de principe’, 
found in the modern translations of Nagarjuna and Candrakirti, is to be modified. 
in the light of these recent contributions. 


Now about your statement [contained in v. IV]: 


XXIX.! If I had any proposition (pratifid), then this defect (dosa) 
would be mine. I have, however, no proposition (ndsti ca mama 
pratyfa). Therefore, there is no defect that is mine (tasmdn naivasti 
me dosah). 

If I had any proposition, then the defect previously stated by you 
would be mine, because it would affect the specific character of my 
proposition (mama pratiuidlaksanapraptatvat). [But] I have no pro- 
position. Thus [we observe:] When all things are void, perfectly 
appeased and by nature isolated®, how can there be a proposition ? 
How can something affect the specific character of a proposition 
(kutah pratiyfdlaksanapraptih)? [And] how can there be a defect, 
caused by the fact of affecting the specific character of a proposition 
(kutah pratijndlaksanapraptikrto dosah)? — In these circumstances, your 
statement: “The defect is only yours because it affects the specific cha- 
racter of your proposition’, is not valid?. 


1This and the following verse are quoted by Candrakirti, MKV, p. 16. 


2 Sinyesv atyantopasantesu prakrtiviviktesu. — The things’ being devoid of an intrinsic 
nature does not mean that they have no nature at all. In their essential nature 
(prakrti), they are nothing but the universal and absolute Reality, which is ‘perfectly 
appeased’ (atyantopasanta) and ‘by nature isolated’ (prakrtivivikta). That Nature, 
isolated from its appearances, is not, however, an entity that can be determined 
objectively. ‘By their nature, the things are not a determinate entity. Their nature 
is a non-nature; it is their non-nature which is their nature. For they have only one 
nature, i1.e., no nature (from the objective standpoint)’: prakrtyaiva na te dharmah 
kimcit. yd ca prakytih sadprakrtih, ya caprakrtihsda prakrtih sarvadharmaéndm — ekalaksanatudd 
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yad utalaksanatvat. (Astasahasrika Prajtaparamita, p. 96, ed. by P. L. Vaidya, Darbhanga, 
1960). — The expression prakrtivivikta occurs on the same page of the Astasdhasrika 
Prajiaparamita. Nagarjuna uses the words santa and upasanta in the same sense. The 
Absolute is ‘appeased’, because it is not ‘grasped’, and hence not expressed in words. 
Cf. MK XVI, 9; XXV 24. 

In the Mahayana works the Absolute is often spoken of as beyond ‘grasping’ 
(upalambha). Objectively speaking, it is ‘non-existent’. But from its abjective non- 
existence we should not conclude its metaphysical non-existence. On the contrary, 
its objective ‘non-existence’ is evidence of its highest metaphysical ‘existence’, its being 
‘not grasped’ in an objective sense is evidence of its being ‘grasped’ in the highest 
metaphysical sense, i.e., beyond the subject-object split. We read thus in the Maha- 
yana-S iitralamkara: 

yavidyamanatd saiva paramd vidyamanata] 

sarvathanupalambha§ ca upalambhah paro matah |/ (IX, 78; ed. by S. Lévi, Paris, 1907). 

Cf. also Candrakirtii, MKV, p. 265: avidyatimiraprabhavopalabdham bhavajatam 
yenatmana vigatavidyatimirdndm arydnam adarSanayogena visayatvam upayati tad eva svartipam 
esam svabhava iti vyavasthadpyate...sacaisa bhavandm anutpddatmakah svabhdvo ’kimctttvend- 
bhavamatratvdd asvabhava eveti krtva ndsti bhavasvabhdva iti vijteyam. [ Supra, p. 90. 
See also Atman-Brahman, p. 67, n. 3; pp. 96-8]. 

8 The Madhyamika may say that, if in the realist’s opinion he cannot deny with his 
void statement the reality of the things, the realist himself cannot deny the Madhya- 
mika’s negation. To this the realist replies that the objection does not apply to him, 
for it is the Madhyamika, not he, who holds that all things are void; his statement 
negating the Madhyamika’s negation is therefore not void. — But the Madhyamika 
replies in turn that the realist’s objection is not valid, for the Madhyamika has no 
proposition of his own. ‘All things are void’ is not a “proposition”. It only expresses 
the Inexpressible, with the help of the conventional truth — as he has already 
explained in the preceding verse. The real language here would be silence: paramartho 
hy dryapam tisnimbhévah, Candrakirti (MKV, p. 57; cf. Murti, p. 232; supra, p. 90° 
for a different reading cf. J. W. de Jong, ‘Textcritical Notes on the Prasannapada’, in 


Indo-Iranian Journal [Dordrecht] 20 [1978], p. 33). 


{ Refutation of the third objection; see vv. V, VI above]. 

XXX. If I apprehended something with the help of perception, 
etc., then I would either affirm or deny (pravartayeyam nivartayeyam 
va). [But] since that thing does not exist, I am not to blame (tada- 
bhavan me ’nupalambhah). 

If I apprehended something with the help of the four pramanas, viz., 
perception, inference, comparison and verbal testimony, or with the 
help of one of these, then only would I either affirm or deny. [But] 
since I do not even apprehend an object of any kind (yathartham evaham 
kamcin nopalabhe), I neither affirm nor deny (tasmdn na pravartayémt 
na nivartayami). In these circumstances, your criticism (yo bhavato- 
palambha uktah): ‘If [you say that] you deny the things after having 
apprehended them through one of the pramdnas, viz., perception, etc., 
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[we reply:] those pramanas do not exist, nor do exist the objects to be 
apprehended through them (taif ca pramdnair api gamyd arthah)’, 
does not concern me at all (sa me bhavaty evanupalambhah). 


Furthermore: 


XXXII. If such and such objects are established for you through the 
pramanas (yadi ca pramanatas te tesdm tesdm prasiddhir arthandm), tell me 
how those pramdnas are established for you (tesa punah prasiddhim 
briihi katham te pramananam)'. 

If you think that such and such ‘objects of true cognition’ (arthd- 
nam prameydndm) are established through the ‘instruments of true cog- 
nition’ (pramdna), Just as the things to be measured (meya) are estab- 
lished through the measuring instruments (mdna), [we ask:] How 
are those ‘instruments of true cognition’, viz., perception, inference, 
comparison and verbal testimony, established? If [you say that] 
the pramdanas are established without the help of pramdnas (adi tavan 
nispramdnadndm pramadndndm syat prasiddhih), then [your] proposition 
that [all] objects are established through pramdnas_ is abandoned 
(pramdnato ’rthanam prasiddhir iti hiyate pratiyna)?. 

1 The Madhyamika-Naiyayika controversy over the pramanas is well known from 
the Nydyasitras II, 1, 8-19. Vacaspatimisra, in his Nydyavarttikatatparyatikad (p. 249 
in Vizlanagram Sanskrit Series No. 15, Benares 1898), expressly states that the objector 
is a Madhyamika. Furthermore: ‘L’attitude des philosophes bouddhiques est 


expliquée avec précision’ (L. de La Vallée Poussin, MKV, p. 56, n. 1). Here we 


have the Madhyamika’s own version of this controversy. See on this question Murti, 
pp. 149ff. 


2 Because the pramdyas, the ‘means of true cognition’, are also ‘objects’ (artha). Cf. 
v. XXXIII below. — ‘It might be better to omit the entire sentence’ (Text, p. 63, 
ns-5); 


MXXIT a-b. If the pramanas are established through other pramdnas, 
then there is an infinite series (anavastha). 


If you think that the ‘objects of true cognition’ (prameya) are 
established through the ‘means of true cognition’ (pramdna) and that 
those ‘means of true cognition’ are established through other ‘means 
of true cognition’, then there follows an infinite series —- What harm 
is there if there is an infinite series >— 


XXXII c-d. Neither the beginning nor the middle nor the end 
can then be established. 


116 THE DIALECTICAL METHOD OF NAGARJUNA 


If there is an infinite series, the beginning cannot be established. 
— Why ? — Because those pramdnas are established through other 
pramdnas, and those others again through other pramdnas. ‘Thus there 
is no beginning. [And] if there is no beginning, how can there be 
a middle? how can there be an end ? 

Consequently, the statement that those praménas are established 
through other pramdnas is not valid!. 


1 Cf. Nydyasiitra M1, 1, 17, with Vatsyayana’s Bhdsya, Uddyotakara’s Varttika and 
Vigvanatha’s V7tti. 


XXXII. Now, if [you think that] those pramdnas are established 
without pramdnas (pramdnair vind), then your philosophic position is 
abandoned (vihiyate vddah). There is a discordance, and you should 
state the special reason for that. 

Now, if you think: those pramdnas are established without pramanas; 
the objects to be cognized (prameyadndm arthandm), however, are estab- 
lished through the pramé@yas, then your position that [all ] objects are 
established through pramdnas (pramdanath prasiddhir arthanadm)is abandon- 
ed. There is, moreover, a discordance, namely that some objects are 
established through pramdnas, while some others are not (kesdmeid 
arthanam pramdnath prasiddhih kesdémcin neti). And you should state the 
special reason why some objects are established through pramdnas, 
while some others are not. But you have not stated that. Thus this 
assumption, too, is not valid (tasmdd tyam api kalpand nopapanneti)'. 

The opponent replies: The pramdnas establish themselves as well 
as other things. As has been said: 

‘Fire illuminates itself as well as other things. Likewise, the 
pramdnas establish themselves as well as other things’?. 


(The commeniary on this verse is just a paraphrase. ) 


1 After having refuted the charge of ‘discordance’ (vaisamikatua; v. 11) brought against 
him by his opponent, Nagarjuna here returns the same charge to his opponent. — in 
WVydyasitra TI, 1, 18, the following objection is raised: If the pramdnas are established 
without pramdyas, then the prameyas also should be established without pramdgas: 
tadviniurtter va pramédnasiddhivat prameyasiddhih. In other words, it would be vain to 
talk about pramdnas: evam ca sarvapramdgavilopah (Vatsyayana). 
® dyotayati svdtmanam yathd hutdsas tathé paratmanam| 
svaparatmdndv evam prasddhayanti pramagani| | 

The view put forward in this verse is in accord with Nydyasittra 11 , 1, 19: na, 

pradipaprakdsa(siddhi)vat tatsiddheh. This seems, at least, to have been the view of 
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Gautama and of some of his followers. Vatsyayana’s interpretation is different. See 
on this question my paper entitled ‘On the Relationship between Nagarjuna’s 
Vigrahavydvartani and the Nydyasitras’, in Journal of Indo-European Studies (USA) 5, 3 
(Fall 1977), pp. 265-73. 


Here we observe: 


XXXIV. This is a defective proposition (visamopanydsa)'. Fire 
does not illuminate itself, for its non-perception is not seen to be 
comparable to that of a pot in darkness (na hi tasydnupalabdhir 
drsta tamasiva kumbhasya). 

Your proposition that the pramdanas establish themselves as well as 
other things like fire [that illuminates itself as well as other things] 
is defective. For fire does not illuminate itself. A pot, not illumi- 
nated by fire, is first not perceived in darkness. Then, being illu- | 
minated by fire, it is perceived. If, in the same manner, fire, not 
being illuminated, first existed in darkness and then were illu- 
minated, it would be possibe to say: it illuminates itself (evam eva 
yady aprakasitah prag agnis tamasi sydd uttarakalam agneh prakaSanam 
syat, atah svdtmanam prakdfayet). This, however, is not the case. 
Thus this assumption, too, is not valid. 


1 Cf. supra, p.98, commentary on v. III. 
Furthermore: 


AXXXV. If, as you say, fire illuminates itself as it illuminates other 
things, then it will also burn itself. 

If, as you say, fire illuminates itself just as it illuminates other 
things, then it will also burn itself just as it burns other things. This, 
however, is not the case. In these circumstances, your statement that 
fire illuminates itself as it illuminatés other things, is not valid?. 


1 The subject cannot be the object of its own act. Cf. Sankara, Upadesasahasri, padya 
XVI, 13 (in Minor Works of Sri Sankaracarya [ed. by H. R. Bhagavat ]= Poona Oriental 
Series, No. 8, second edition, 1952): 

yaddharma yah padartho na tasyaiveydt sa karmatam| 

na hy atmdnam dahaty agnis tathé naiva prakdsayet|| 

Sankara criticizes there the Buddhist idealists (Vijnanavadin), who hold that 
cognition is self-luminous, like a lamp. See also Brahmas itra-bhasya TI, 2, 28. On 
svatmani kriydvirodha see also Atman-Brahman, p. 52 & n. 7. In his comment on 
Brhadaragyaka - Upanisad IV, 3, 7, Sankara uses arguments which recall those used 
by Nagarjuna in the preceding verse: yat ticyate, pradipa atmanam ghatam cavabhasayatiti, 
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tad asat. — kasmat ? — yaddtmdnam ndvabhdsayati tadd kidyfah svat? na hi tadé pradipasya 
svato vd parato vd visesah kaScid upalabhyate. sa hy avabhdsyo bhavati yasydvabhasakasam- 
nidhav asamnidhau ca visesa upalabhyate, na hi pradipasya svdtmasamnidhir asamnidhir va 
Sakyah kalpayitum. asati ca kddacitke visega dtmanam pradipah prakdSayatiti mrgaivocyate. 
(Anandaérama Sanskrit Series, 15, Poona, second edition, 1902, pp. 568-9).—Cf. Santideva, 
BodhicaryavataraIX, 17-18. 

Besides : 


XXXVI. If, as you say, fire illuminates both other things and itself, 
then darkness will cover both other things and itself?. 

If in your opinion fire illuminates both other things and itself, 
then its opposite (tatpratipaksabhiitah), darkness, too, would cover 
both other things and itself. This, however, is not seen. In these 
circumstances, your statement that fire illuminates both other things 


and itself is not valid. 


1 Cf. MK VII 12: 
pradipah svapardtmaénau samprakdsayate yadi/ 
tamo ‘pi svapardtmanau chaddayisyaty asam$ayam|| 


And again: 


XXXVII. There is no darkness in fire nor in something else in which 
fire stands (ndsti tamaf ca jvalane yatra ca tisthatt pardtmani jvalanah). 
How can it [then] illuminate ? For illumination is destruction of 
darkness?. 

Here, in fire, there is no darkness. Nor is there any darkness 
where fire is. Now, illumination is obstruction caused to 
darkness (tamasah pratighatah). But since there is no darkness in fire 
nor where fire is, what is that darkness which is_ obstructed 
by fire, and by virtue of whose obstruction it illuminates both other 
things and itself (kasya tamasah pratighdtam agnih karoti, yasya pratigha- 
tad agnih svaparatmanau prakdSayatiti) ? 

The opponent replies: But is it not true that fire illuminates both 
other things and itself, for this very reason that there is no darkness in 
fire nor where fire is (nanu yasmdd evam ndgnau tamo ’stt ndpt 
yatrdgnis tatra tamo ’sti, tasmdd eva svaparatmanau na praka@Sayaty agnth 
kutah)? For, in the very process of its origination, fire obstructs dark- 
ness (tena hy utpadyamdnenaivdgnind tamasah pratighdtah). If there is 
no darkness in fire nor where fire is, it is because in the very 
process of its origination fire illuminates both other things and itself 
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(tasmdn ndgnau tamo ’sti ndpi yatrdgnis tatra tamo ’sti, yasmad utpadyamana 
evobhayam prakdsayaty agnih svdtmanam pardtmanam cetz). 


1 Cf. MK VII, 9: 
pradipe nadndhakdro ’sti yatra casau pratisthitah| 
kim prakdsayati dipah prakafo hi tamovadhah| | 


Here we observe: 


XXXVIII. It is wrong to say (asadvdda) that fire illuminates in_ the 
very process of its origination. For, in the very process of its origina- 
tion, fire does not come in contact with darkness!. 

The opinion that fire, in the very process of its origination, illumi- 
nates both other things and itself, is not tenable. — Why ? — Because, 
in the very process of its origination, fire does not come in contact 
with darkness; since it does not come in contact with it, it does not 
destroy it; and since darkness is not destroyed, there is no illumina- 
tion (tamasaS cdnupaghdtan ndsti prakasah). 


1 Cf. MK VII, 10: 


katham utpadyamdnena pradipena tamo hatam/ 


nothadyamano hi tamah pradipah prapnute yadal| 
Light and darkness do not exist simultaneously : dlokandhakarayor yaugapadyabavat, 


Candrakirti on this verse. 


MXXIX. Or, if fire destroyed darkness even without coming in 
contact with it, then this fire, standing here, would destroy darkness 


in all the worlds!. 


Or, if you think that fire destroys darkness even without coming in 
Contact with it, then this fire, standing here at this moment, will 
equally (tulyam)? destroy the darkness existing in all the worlds, 
without coming in contact with it. This, however, is not seen to be 
the case (na caitad evam drstam). Thus, your opinion that fire des- 
troys darkness even without coming in contact with it, is not valid. 


1 Ch MK VIL, 11: 
aprapyaiva pradipena yadi vd nihatam tama h|/ 
thasthah sarvalokastham sa tamo nihanisyati| | 
Cf. Vatsyayana on NyayasutraV, 1,7: napraptah pradipah prakasayati. Uddyotakara says 
here: na hy agnir aprapto dahati.— Cf. Jayantabhatta, Nyayamanjari, p. 624; Bhasarvajnia, 
Nyayabhisana p. 346, Upayahrdaya in Tucci, p. 29; Tarkasastra in Tucci, p. 18, See also 
Vatsyayana on Nyayasutra II, 2, 13, p. 132. 
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Furthermore: 


XL. If the pramanas are self-established (yadi svatas ca pramanasiddhih), 
then the ‘means of true cognition’ are established for you independently 
of the ‘objects of true cognition’ (anapeksya tava prameyani bhavati pra- 
manasiddhth). For self-establishment does not require another thing 
(na pardpeksé svatah siddhih)}. 


(The commentary is merely a paraphase. ) 


The opponent replies: What defect will ensue (ko doso bhavigyatt) 
if the means of true cognition do not require the objects to be cog- 
nized (prameydn arthadn) ? 


1 On this and the following verses cf. MK X, 8-12. 


Here we observe: 


XLI. If you think that the ‘means of true cognition’ (pramdya) are 
established independently of the ‘objects of true cognition’ (prameyan 
arthan), then those pramdanas are [pramdnas] of nothing (na bhavanti 
kasyacid evam imdani tani pramanant). 


If [you think that] the ‘means of true cognition’ are established 
independently of the ‘objects of true cognition’, then those pramdnas are 
pramadnas of nothing (evam tadnimadni pramandni na kasyactt pramdanadni 
bhavanti). Thus there is a defect (evam dosah). If, however, the 
pramdnas are pramdnas of something, they do not then become ‘means 
of true cognition’ independently of the ‘objects of true cognition’ (atha 
kasyacid bhavanti pramandant naivedinim anapeksya prameyan arthan pramda- 
nant bhavantt). 


XLII. [The opponent may reply:] If it is admitted that they are 
established in relation [to the objects to be cognized], what defect 
is there ? — [The defect is that] what is {already] established is estab- 
lished [again] (stddhasya sdédhanam syaét). For something that is not 
established does not require something else (ndsiddho ’peksate hy anyat). 


If it is admitted that the ‘means of true cognition’ are established 
in relation to the ‘objects of true cognition’, then the four ‘means of 
true cognition’, which are [already] established, are established [anew]. 
— Why ? — Because an object that is not established does not require 
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something else}. For instance, Devadatta, who is not [yet] estab- 
lished, does not require anything whatever. But it is not admissible 
(tsa) that something that is [already] established be established 
[anew]. One does not do something that is [already] done. 


Besides: 


XLII. Ifthe pramdnas are at all events (sarvathd) established in rela- 
_ tion to the prameyas, the prameyas are not established in relation to 
the pramanas. | | 

If the pramdnas are established in relation to the prameyas, then the 
prameyas are not established in relation to the pramdnas. — Why ? 
_-—— Because the object to be established (sddhya) does not establish the 
instrument by which it is established (sddhana). ‘The pramanas, how- 
ever, it is said, are the instruments by which the prameyas are estab- 
lished (sddhandni ca kila prameyanam pramdanani)'. 


1 This is the ordinary view. But, if it is thought that the pramdpas themselves are 
established by the prameyas, in other words, that they are sddhyas in relation to the 
prameyas, which are sdédhanas, they cannot establish the prameyas, for the sddhya cannot 
establish the sadhana. — Note the use of the particle kila ‘itissaid’. Bythis Nagarjuna 
reports a view ordinarily accepted in the world. Cf. MK I, 5. 


XLIV. And if the prameyas are established even independently of the 
pramanas, what do you gain by establishing the pramdnas (kim te pra- 
manasiddhya)? That whose purpose they serve is falready] established 
(tant yadartham prasiddham tat). 


(The commentary is just a paraphrase. ) 


XLV. Besides, if you establish the pramdnas in relation to the prame- 
yas, then there is certainly an interchange of pramdnas and prameyas 
(vyatyaya evam sati te dhruvam pramdnaprameyanam). 

Moreover, if you think, in order to avoid the defect stated before’, 
that the ‘means of true cognition’ exist only in relation to the ‘objects of 
true cognition’, then there is an interchange of pramdnas and prameyas. 
Your pramdnas become prameyas, because they are established by the 
prameyas (prameyath sddhitatvdt). And the prameyas become pramanas, 
because they establish the pramdnas (pramdndndm sadhakatoat). 


1 Cf. v. XLI. 
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XLVI. Now, if you think that through the establishment of the 
pramanas are established the prameyas, and that through the establish- 
ment of the prameyas are established the pramdnas, then neither the 
prameyas nor the pramdnas are established for you. 


Now, if you think that through the establishment of the pramdnas 
are established the prameyas — because the prameyas require the pra- 
manas — and that through the establishment of the prameyas are 
established the pramdnas — because the pramdnas require the prameyas 
— thenneitherthe prameyas nor the pramdnas are established.—Why ?— 


XLVIE. Because, if the prameyas owe their establishment to the prama- 
nas, and if those pramdnas are to be established by those very prameyas 
(sidhyanti hi pramanair yadi prameyani tani tair eva sadhyani ca prameyaih), 
how will the pramdnas establish [the prameyas] ? 


Because, if the prameyas owe their establishment to the pramdnas, 
and if those pramdnas are to be established by those very prameyas (tant 
ca pramandani tair eva prameyaih sadhayitavyani), [we encounter the follow- 
ing difficulty: ] the prameyas not having been established, the pramdnas 
are not established, for their cause (kdrana)} is not established. How, 
then, will the pramdnas* establish the prameyas ? 


1 T.e., the prameyas. 
2 Which themselves are not yet established. 


XLVIM. And if the pramanas owe their establishment to the prameyas, 
and if those prameyas are to be established by those very pramdnas, 
how will the prameyas establish [the pramdnas] ? 


And if the pramdanas owe their establishment to the prameyas, and if 
those prameyas are to be established by those very pramdnas, [we en- 
counter the following difficulty:] the pramdnas not having been estab- 
lished, the prameyas are not established, for their cause! is not estab- 
lished. How, then, will the prameyas? establish the pramdnas* ? 


1 T.e., the pramanas. 
2 Which themselves are not yet established. 
3 In MK XXIII, 10-11, Nagarjuna argues in a similar way to show the hollowness 
of the ideas of good and evil : 
anapeksya. fubham nasty asubham prajitapayemahi| 
yat pratitya Subham tasmde chubham natvopapadyate| | 


anapeksyasubham ndsti Subham prajiiapayemahi| 
vat pratityasubham tasmdd asubham naiva vidyate|/ 
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XLIX. If the son is to be produced (utpddya) by the father, and if 
that father is to be produced by that very son, tell me which of these 
produces which other (vada tatrotpddayati kah kam). 


Supposing somebody said: the son is to be produced (utpddaniya) 
by the father, and that father is to be produced by that very son, tell 
me who is to be produced by whom (kena ka utpddayitavya itt). In 
exactly the same manner you say: the prameyas are to be established 
by the pramdnas, and those very pramdnas in turn are to be established 
by those very prameyas. Now, which of these are to be established — 
for you by which others (tatredénim te katamath katamdni sddhayitavyant )? 


L. Tell me which of these is the father, and which other the son. 
Both of them bear, indeed, the mark of a father and that of ason (#dv. 
ubhdv api ca pitrputralaksanadharau), wherefore we have a doubt here 
(yato bhavati no *tra samdehah). 

Of that father and that son, mentioned before, which is the son, 
and which other the father? Both of them, as producers (utpddakat- 
vat), bear the mark of a father, and, as produced (utpddyatvat), the mark 
of a son. We have a doubt here: which of these is the father, and 
which other the son? In just the same manner, of these 
pramadnas and prameyas of yours, which are the pramdénas, and which 
others the prameyas? For both of these, as those which establish 
(sédhakatvat), are pramdanas, and as those which are to be established 
(sddhyatudt), prameyas. We have a doubt here as to which of these 
are the pramanas, and which others the prameyas'. 


1 Pramaéna and prameya are relative terms. One exists only in relation to the other. 
They are “dependently originated’, and hence ‘void’. In an absolute sense, there is 
neither any pramdna nor any prameya. The example of the father and the son indicates 
it. The father exists only in relation to the son, and the son exists only in relation 
to the father; in an absolute sense, there is neither a father nor a son: 


pitd cen na vind putrat kutah putrasya sambhavah| 
putradbhdve pita ndsti tathdsattvam tayor dvayoh/| (Santideva, Bodhicarydvatéra IX, 
114.)[ed. by P. L. Vaidya, Darbhanga, 1960]). 


We should not conclude, however, that Nagarjuna does not recognize any empiri- 
cal validity of the pramdnas and the prameyas, of the ideas of the father and the son, 
and so on. On the contrary, he would say, in accord with his doctrine of action 
(supra, p.91; infra, vv. LIV-LVI), that it is their ‘voidness’ which establishes their 
empirical validity. If ‘voidness’, i.e. ‘dependent origination’, is denied, then they 
become the suprarelational Absolute, and thus annul themselves as such.— (Cf. 
Candrakirti, MKV , p. 69. 
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LI. The pramdnas are not established by themselves (svatah) or by 
one another (parasparatah) or by other pramdnas (parapramanath)’. 
Nor are they established by the prameyas, or accidentally (akasmdat)?. 

Perception (pratyaksa) is not established by that very perception, 
inference (anumdna) is not established by that very inference, comparison 
(upamdna) is not established by that very comparison, and testimony 
(dgama) is not established by that very testimony. Nor are they 
established by one another, 1.e., perception by inference, comparison 
and testimony, inference by perception, comparison and testimony, 
comparison by perception, inference and testimony, and testimony by 
perception, inference and comparison. Nor are perception, inference, 
comparison and testimony established, respectively (yathdsvam), by an- 
other perception, another inference, another comparison, and another 
testimony. Nor are the pramdnas established by the prameyas, taken 
collectively or severally (samastavyastaih), included in their own field or 
in those of the other pramdanas as well (svavisayaparavisayasamgrhitath). 
Nor are they established accidentally. Nor again are they established 
by a combination of the causes mentioned before (samuccayenattesdm 
kdranandm piirvoddistandm), whatever their number: twenty, thirty, forty 
or twenty-six?.—In these circumstances, your statement: ‘Because the 
things to be cognized are to be apprehended through the means of true 
cognition (pramanddhigamyatvat prameyandm bhavandm), those things to be 
cognized (prameyd bhavah) cxist as well as those means of true cognition 
through which those things to be cognized are apprehended (santi 
ca le prameya bhdvas tani ca pramandni yats te pramdnath prameyd bhavah 
samadhigata ttt)’, is not valid. 


1 I do not see how the correction suggested by Arnold Kunst in his Preface, p.35, 
can be accepted. 
2 cf. MK I, 1: 


na svato napi parato na dvdbhydm napy ahetutah| 
uthanna jatu vidyante bhdvah kvacana kecana|/ 


3 What is the meaning of these numbers, and especially of the number twenty-six, 
which closes the series ? We obtain, in fact, the number twenty, if we combine the 
causes enumerated above, up to ‘another testimony’. Perhaps the author wants, 
first, to increase that number by ten, then that number again by ten, and finally to 
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multiply twenty by some number. Instead of safvimsati (sic), I am tempted to read 
SatavimSati ‘hundred times twenty’. All that, of course, is mere conjecture. 


[Refutation of the fourth objection; see v. VII above] 


LIT. If people conversant with the state of things say that the good 
things have a good intrinsic nature, that has to be stated in detail 
(evam pravibhagenabhidheyah syat). 


People conversant with the state of things think that the good 
things have a good intrinsic nature. But that has to be stated by you 
in detail: this is that good intrinsic nature; these are those good things; 
this is that good consciousness (kusalam vijfidnam) ; this is that intrinsic 
nature of the good consciousness (kufalavijfidnasvabhava), and so on 
(evam sarvesam). ‘This, however, is not seen to be so (na caitad evam 
drstam). ‘Thus your statement that the intrinsic nature of each 
individual thing has been explained (yathdsvam upadistah) is not valid. 


Furthermore: 


LIT. If the good intrinsic nature originates dependently (pratitya 
utpadyate), it is an extrinsic nature (parabhava) of the good things. 
How can it be thus their intrinsic nature (svabhdva evam katham 
bhavati) ? 


If the intrinsic nature of the good things originates in dependence 
upon the cause-condition complex (hetupratyayasdmagrim pratityotpad- 
yate), how can it, being born of an extrinsic nature (parabhavdd utpan- 
nah), be the intrinsic nature of the good things ? The same holds true 
of the bad and other things (evam evdkufalaprabhrtiném). — In these 
circumstances, your statement that the good intrinsic nature of the 
good things has been explained, as well as the bad intrinsic nature 
of the bad things, and so on, is not valid. 


LIV. Now, if [you think:] that intrinsic nature of the good things 
Originates without depending on anything (na pratitya kimeit), then 
there would be no practice of religious life (evam sydd vaso na 
brahmacaryasya )}. 


Now, if you think that the good intrinsic nature of the good things 
originates without depending on anything, and that the same is true 
of the bad intrinsic nature of the bad things and of the indeterminate 
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(avyakrta) intrinsic nature of the indeterminate things, then there is 
fio practice of religious life (evam saty abrahmacaryavaso bhavati). — 
Why ? — Because, if this is so, one rejects Dependent Origination 
(pratityasamutpddasya hy evam sati pratyakhyanam bhavati). By rejecting 
Dependent Origination, one rejects the vision of Dependent Origina- 
tion (pratityasamutpddasya pratyadkhyandt pratityasamutpddadarSanapratyéa- 
khydnam bhavati). For if Dependent Origination does not exist, there 
can be no question of its vision (na hy avidyamdnasya pratityasamutpddasya 
darfanam upapadyamanam bhavati). Vf there is no vision of Dependent 
Origination, there is no vision of Dharma. For the Lord has said: 
‘O monks, he who sees the pratityasamutpdda sees the Dharma”. [And] 
if one does not see the Dharma, there is no practice of religious 
life (dharmadarfanadbhavad brahmacaryavasabhavah). 


Or, rejecting Dependent Origination, one rejects the origination of 
sorrow (atha vd pratityasamutpddapratyakhyandd duhkhasamudayapraty- 
Gkhyadnam bhavati). For Dependent Origination is the origination of 
sorrow (pratityasamutpddo hi duhkhasya samudayah). By rejecting the 
Origination of sorrow, one rejects sorrow (duhkhasamudayasya pratyd- 
khyandd duhkhapratyakhyanam bhavati). For, if there is no origination, 
how will that sorrow originate (asati hi samudaye.tat kuto duhkham 
samudesyati)? If sorrow and [its] origination are rejected, then the 
cessation (nirodha) of sorrow is rejected. For if there is no origination 
of sorrow, what will come to cease through abandonment (kasya 
prahanan nirodho bhavisyati)? [And] if the cessation of sorrow is rejected, 
the Way (mdrga) is rejected. For, if there is no cessation of sorrow, 
for obtaining what will there be a way leading to the cessation of 
Sorrow (kasya praptaye mdrgo bhavisyati dul:khanirodhagami)? ‘Thus, 
the Four Noble Truths will cease to exist (evam caturndm dryasatyandm 
abhavah). If they do not exist, there is no result of monasticism 
($rdmanyaphala). For it is through the vision of [those] Truths that 
the results of monasticism are attained (satyadarfandc chramanyaphalant 
ht samadhigamyante). [And] if the results of monasticism do not exist, 
there is no practice of religious life. 


1 Apparently, the Madhyamika’s assertion that all things are void ruins the founda- 
tion of all religious practice. But the Madhyamika says in reply that it is on the 
contrary if things are not void, that all religious practice becomes meaningless. Void- 
ness is ‘dependent origination’ (pratityasamutpdda). But if there is no ‘dependent 
origination’, then there is no sorrow, no origination of sorrow, and for that reason, no 
destruction of sorrow and no way leading to that destruction. Everything is immut- 


TRANSLATION 127 


able, free from the vicissitudes of the empirical world, being the Absolute itself. Thus, 
if Voidness is not admitted, the Four Noble Truths, which constitute the foundation 
of all religious practice in Buddhism, cannot be understood. — The whole thing has to 
be read along with MK XXIV (cf. E. Frauwallner’s introduction to his translation 
of this chapter, pp. 187ff.). See also p.9labove, and the concluding verse of our 
treatise. 

2 This is a quotation from the Sédlistamba-siitra (cf. Mahdydna-Siitra-samgraha 1 { ed. 
by P. L. Vaidya, Darbhanga, 1961], p..100). For the P&li version see Majjhima- 
Nikdya I, pp. 190-1 (Pali Text Society edition ).—— Dharma, as equivalent to pratitya- | 
samutpada, does not mean the Absolute Truth (in which there is no dependent origina- 
tion: cf. supra, p.91), but is only a negative expression of the Absolute. Cf. Atman- 
Brahman, pp. 95, 97. 


Furthermore: 


LV. There would be neither merit (dharma) nor demerit (adharma) 
nor the worldly conventions (samvyavahdara§ ca laukikah). All things, 
being endowed with an intrinsic nature, would be permanent — for 
that which has no cause is permanent (nitydf ca sasvabhavah syur nitya- 
tudd ahetumatah). 


If this is so, what defect follows for you who reject Dependent 
Origination (evam sati pratityasamutpddam pratydcaksdnasya bhavatah ko 
dosah prasajyate)? — There is no merit. There is no demerit. Nor do 
exist the worldly conventions. — Why? — Because all that is dependently 
originated; how will it be, if there is no dependent origination (prati- 
tyasamutpannam hy etat sarvam; asati pratityasamutpade kuto bhavisyati) ? 
Moreover, being endowed with an intrinsic nature (sasvabhdva), not 
dependently originated (apratityasamutpanna) and devoid of a cause 
(nirhetuka), it would be permanent (nitya)!.— Why ?—Because things 
that have no cause are permanent (nirhetuka hi bhava nity4h). — There 
would thus follow that very non-practice of religious life (sa eva 
cabrahmacaryavadsuh prasajyeta). And you would contradict your own 
tenet (svastddhantavirodhaf ca)*. — Why ? — Because the Lord_ has 
taught that all conditioned things are impermanent (anityad hi 
bhagavati sarve samskara nirdistah). They become permanent, because 
they are [ supposed to be ] endowed with an intrinsic nature and hence 
[to be] permanent (te sasvabhdvanityatvan nityad hi bhavanti). 


1 The sentence, api ca sasvabhdvo ’ pratityasamutpanno nirhetuko nityah syat, does not seem 
to be all right. The editors suggest: ‘sc. bhdvah?’? (Text, p. 75, n. 8). But 
it would perhaps be better to read: sasvabhadvam apratityasamutpannam nirhetukam 
nityam syat. 
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2 I do not see why we should conclude from this that the objection formulated in v. VII 
springs from a Hinaydnist (cf. p.100, above). The Naiydyika realist, who uses 
against Nagarjuna, a Buddhist, the standpoint of the Buddhist realists, must also 
accept their tenet — in order to be consistent with himself. Nagarjuna here uses 
against his opponent what is commonly regarded as the essence of the Buddha’s 
teaching, namely that all conditioned things are impermanent (anitya). 


LVI. And the same defect exists also with regard to the bad things, 
the indeterminate things, those things whichlead toemancipation, and 
so on (natrydnikddisu). Thus, all that is conditioned certainly becomes 
for you unconditioned (tasméat sarvam samskrtam asamskrtam te bhavaty eva) . 

And the same method that has been indicated, concerning the 


good things (yas caisa kuSalesu dharmesu nirdistah kalpah), applies also 

to the bad things, to the indeterminate things, to those things which 

lead to emancipation, and so on (nairydnikaprabhrtisu). Thus all that, 

though conditioned, turns out to be unconditioned for you (tasmdt te 

sarvam idam samskrtam asamskrtam sampadyate).— Why ? — Because, 

there being no cause, there is no origination, no subsistence and no 

destruction (hetau hy asaty utpddasthitibhanga na bhavanti). [And] 

there being no origination, no subsistence and no destruction, all that 

is conditioned turns out to be unconditioned, because of the absence 

of the specific characters of the conditioned (samskrtalaksanabhavat)1.— 

In these circumstances, your statement that all things are non-void 

because the good and other things have an intrinsic nature (kusalddinan 

bhdvandm svabhavasadbhavad asiinyah sarvabhava iti ), is not valid. 

1 Cf. MK VIE. See also on the question of the characters of the conditioned P. S. 
Jaini, Abhidharmadipa with Vibhasaprabhdortti (Patna : Kashi Prasad Jayaswat Research 
Institute, second cdition, 1977—Tibetan Sanskrit Works Series IV), pp. 104-5 with 
the notes. 


[ Refutation of the fifth objection; see v. IX above ] 


LVII. He who says that the name (ndman) is existent (sadbhita), 
deserves indeed the answer from you: ‘There is an intrinsic nature’!. 
We, however, do not say that ( briimas ca na vayam tat). 


He who says that the name is existent, deserves the answer from 
you: “There is an intrinsic nature’. ‘That intrinsic nature, which is 
designated by the existent name, must also be, for that reason, exis- 
tent (yasya sadbhiitam néma svabhdvasya tasmat tendpi svabhdvena sadbhi- 
tena bhavitavyam). For a non-existent intrinsic nature cannot have an 
existent name (na hy asadbhitasya svabhévasya sadbhittam ndma bhavat:). 
We, however, do not say that the name is existent. Since the things 
have no intrinsic nature, that name also is devoid of an intrinsic nature 
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(nihsvabhava). For that reason, it is void (fénya), and, being void, 
it is non-existent (asadbhita).— In these circumstances, your statement 
that because of the existence of the name (ndmasadbhdvat) the intrinsic 
nature is existent (sadbhitah svabhévah), is not valid. 


1 sasvabhava ity evam bhavata prativaktavyo nama. — sasvabhava here is used as the opposite 


of nihsvabhdva or asvabhdva ‘absence of intrinsic nature’(v. IX, Vrtti on LIX). Let us 
remember that according to the opponent, there can be no name without an object. 
The name ‘absence of intrinsic nature’ proves, therefore, that. very intrinsic nature 
which it is supposed to deny. The Madhyamika’s reply to this is that the name 
‘absence of intrinsic nature’ does not exist any more than all other things. 


Furthermore: 


LVIII. Does this name ‘non-existent’ designate something existent 
or non-existent (ndmdsad iti ca yad idam tat kim nu sato bhavaty utdpy 
asatah)? Be it the name of an existent or of a non-existent , in 
both ways your position is abandoned (yadi hi sato yady asato dvidhapi te 
hiyate vadah). 


Does this name ‘non-existent’ designate something existent or non- 
existent? Be it the name of an existent or of a non-existent, in 
both ways the proposition (pratijfid) is abandoned. First, if [the thing 
named is ] existent, the proposition [‘The name is: ] ‘‘Non-existent’” 
1s abandoned. For the same thing cannot be now non-existent, now | 
existent (na hiddnim tad asad idanim sat). Then, if [yousay that the 
thing namedis} non-existent, [it has to be replied: ] that which is 
non-existent has no name (asadbhiitasya nama na bhavati)!.—Thus your 
proposition that the name has an existent intrinsic nature is aban- 
doned (tasmdd yd pratyfia namnah sadbhitah svabhdava iti sé hind) *. 


For the text cf. Kunst’s Preface, p.35, 

2 For the opponent, even the name ‘non-existent’ is existent. But, for the Madhya- 
mika, it involves a self-contradiction. See also on this self-contradiction B. K. 
Matilal, ‘Reference and Existence in Nyaya and Buddhist Logic’, loc. cit. pp, 90-93. 


Furthermore: 


LIX. We have already established the voidness of all things (sarve- 
sam bhavandm Sinyatvam copapdditam pirvam). This criticism, there- 
fore, turns out to be one of something which is not a proposition (sa 
updlambhas tasmdd bhavaty ayam capratijfiayah). 
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Here we have already established in detail (vistaratah) the void- 
ness of all things. Even the name has already been stated to be void. 
Now you, assuming non-voidness, have. returned to the charge (sa 
bhavan aSiinyatvam parigrhya parivrtto vaktum): If the things had no 
intrinsic nature, then even the name ‘absence of intrinsic nature’ 
would not exist (yadi bhavanadm svabhdévo na syad asvabhava itt namapidam 
na sydd iti). Your criticism, therefore, turns out to be one of some- 
thing which is not a proposition (tasmad apratijnopalambho ‘yam bhavatah 
sampadyate) | We do not say, indeed, that the name is existent (na 
ht vayam nama sadbhiitam iti briimah). 


Now about your statement [contained in v. X]: 


LX. ‘Now [you may say:] There is an intrinsic nature, but that 
does not belong to the things’ — this suspicion of yours is not shared 
by us (tdam dfankitam yad uktam bhavaty anaSankitam tac ca). 
We do not, indeed, deny the intrinsic nature of the things (na ft 
— vayam dharmandm svabhavam pratisedhayamah). Nor do we affirm the 
intrinsic nature of acertain object apart from the things (dharmavinir- 
muktasya vd kasyacid arthasya svabhavam abhyupagacchamah). Now, 
this being so, your criticism: ‘If the things are devoid of an intrinsic 
nature, you should explain to what other object, apart from the 
things, there now happens to belong the intrinsic nature (kasya khalv 
—iddnim anyasyarthasya dharmavinirmuktasya svabhdvo bhavati)’, is thrown 
far away (diirdpakrstam evaitad bhavati). It is no criticism at all 
(updlambho na bhavati)’. 


1 As we shall see later on (v. LXIV ), Nagarjuna does not ‘deny’ anything; he only 
‘makes known’ the voidness of the things. 


[Refutation of the sixth objection; see v. XI above]. 


LXI. If [it is true that] negation is only of an existent, then this 
voidness is established (Sinyatvam nanu prasiddham idam) —- for you 
negate the things’ being devoid of an intrinsic nature (pratisedhayate 
ht bhavan bhavaném nihsvabhavatvam). 


If negation is only of an existent and not of a non-existent (yadi 
sata eva pratisedk:o bhavati ndsatah), and if you negate the being-devoid- 
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of-an-intrinsic-nature of all things (bhavam§ ca sarvabhavandm nthsvabha- 
vatvam pratisedhayati), then the being-devoid-of-an-intrinsic-nature of 
all things is established (nanu prasiddham sarvabhavandm  nihsvabhavat- 
vam). Since, in virtue of your statement (tvadvacanena), negation 
exists (pratisedhasadbhdvai)1, and since the being-devoid-of-an-intrin- 
sic-nature of all things has been negated (nzhsvabhaivatvasya ca sarva- 
bhdvandm pratisiddhatvat), voidness 1s established (prasiddha Siinyata). 


1 Read pratisedhya° ‘object to be negated’ ? 


LXII. Or, if you negate voidness and that voidness does not 
exist (pratisedhayase ’tha tvam Siinyatvam tac ca nasti fiinyatvam), then 
your position that negation is of an existent is abandoned (pratisedhah 
sata iti te nanu esa vthiyate vadah). 


Or, if you negate the being-devoid-of-an-intrinsic-nature of all 
things, 1.e. their voidness, and — that voidness does not exist, then 
your proposition (pratyfd) ihat negation is of an existent and not of a 
non-existent, is abandoned!. 


1 The Madhyamika here uses the opponent’s own logic against him. If the latter’s 
proposition that a significant negation is only of an existent is right, then he proves the 
Madhyamika’s position, by proving the voidness he negates. If, on the other hand, 
the voidness he negates does not exist, then he abandons his own proposition. 


Besides: 


LXIM. I do not negate anything, nor is there anything to be negated 
(pratisedhayami naham kimcit pratisedhyam asti na ca kimcit). You, 
therefore, calumniate me when you say: ‘You negate’ (tasmdat prati- 
sedhayasity adhilaya esa tvayd kriyate)'. 


Even that you could rightly say, if I negated something. I, 
however, do not negate anything, for there is nothing to be negated 
(na catvdham kimcit pratisedhayaémi, yasman na kimcit pratiseddhavyam ast). 
Thus, while, all things being void, there is neither a thing to be negat- 
ed (pratisedhya) nor a negation (pratisedha), you make an absurd 
calumny (aprastuto ’dhilayah) when you say: ‘You negate’. 


1 adhilaya ‘calumny’ has been recorded so far only in MK (F. Edgerton, Buddhist 
Hybrid Sanskrit Dictionary [ New Haven: Yale University Press, 1953], s.v.). 
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Now about your statement (contained in v. XII): 


LXIV. Regarding your assertion that the statement of the negation 
of » non-existent is established without words (rie vacandd asatah 
pratisedhavacanasiddhir iti), we observe: Here speech makes it known 
as non-existent, it does not deny it (atra jidpayate vag asad iti tan na 
pratinthant:). 

Regarding your statement: ‘The negation of a non-existent is 
established even without words; what purpose is, therefore, served by 
your statement ‘All things are devoid of an intrinsic nature’’ (tatra 
kim nihsvabhavah sarvabhava ity etat tvadvacanam karoti)?’, we observe: 
The statement: ‘All things are devoid of an intrinsic nature’, does not 
make all things devoid ofan intrinsic nature (nihsvabhdvaéh sarvabhava 
ity etat khalu vacanam na nihsvabhdavan eva sarvabhaévan karot1). But, since there 
is no intrinsic nature (asati svabhdve), it makes known (jfdpayati) that 
the things are devoid of an intrinsic nature (bhdvd nihsvabhavd iti). 
Here is an example: While Devadatta is not in the house, somebody 
says that Devadatta is in the house (avidyamdnagrhe Devadatte ’sti grhe 
Devadatta it:)'. On that occasion, somebody tells him in reply: ‘He 
is not [in the house]’. That statement does not create Devadatta’s 
non-existence, but only makes known Devadatta’s non-existence in 
the house (na tad vacanam Devadattasyadsadbhavam karoti, kim tu jndpayati 
kevalam asambhavam grhe Devadattasya). Similarly the statement “The 
things have no intrinsic nature’ does not create the being-devoid-of- 
an-intrinsic-nature of the things, but makes known the absence of an 
intrinsic nature in all things (na bhdvdndm nihsvabhavatvam karoti, kim 
tu sarvabhavesu svabhdvasyadbhavam jfidpayatt). — In these circumstances, 
your statement: ‘If there is no intrinsic nature, what purpose 1s 
served by the statement ““There is no intrinsic nature’? The absence 
of an intrinsic nature is established even without words’, is not 
appropriate (na yuktam )?*. 


1 ‘avidyamanagrha is a curious compound but occurs in other texts’. (Text, p. 80, 
n. 14). 

2 Nagarjuna is not unaware of the weight of the Naiyayika’s objection. t does not, 
however, apply to him, for he does not negate anything but only ‘makes known’ the 
voidness, i.e. the “dependent origination’, of the things, where people wrongly see 
their non-voidness. — In the Madhyamakakérikas Nagarjuna often uses the Naiya- 
yika’s principle in his own argumentations. Candrakirti makes this clear in his com- 
ments. Thus in Prasannapadé on X XVII, 28 he writes: pratisedhyasya vastuno ’sambha- 
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vat pratisedhasydpy asambhava ity ato ‘ntavattve cdnantavattve cobhayasminn apratite kasya 
pratisedhena naivantavan ndnantavan ‘oka iti drstisambhavah sydd iti. The point under 
discussion here has also been clearly stated by Candrakirti in his comment on MK 
XV, 11 (MEY, p. 273, 1. 12-274, 1.4).--It is possible that Nagarjuna here drew 
his inspiration from Patanjali’s Mahabhasyva on Panini II, 2, 6, where the gram- 
marian discusses whether the negative particle nafi_ creates absence or simply makes 
absence known (Mahabhaésya, Kielhorn’s edition, Vol. I, third edition by K.V. Abhyan- 
kar, Poona: Bhandarkar Oriehtal Research Institute, 1962, p. 411, 11. 3ff.). See also 
Vatsyayana’s Bhaésya on Nydyasiitra II, 1, 11, end, and Uddyotakara’s Varttika: 
na ca pratisedhasyattat samarthyam yad vidyamanam padartham anyatha kuryat. jndpakatvde 
ca na sambhavanivrttih. jiapako ’yam pratisedho na sambhavanivartaka iti. 
[Refutation of the seventh objection]. 


Now about the four verses (XIII-XVI) uttered by you: 


LXV. You have introduced a great deliberation (maham§ carcak) 
with the example of the mirage. Listen to the decision in that 
matter also (tatrdpi nirnayam §rnu), showing how that example is ap- 
propriate (yathd sa drstdnta upapannah). 


(The commentary is a mere paraphrase — Carca— an Uncommon word 
— is repeated.) | 
LXVI._ If that perception were by its own nature, it would not be 
dependently originated (sa yadi svabhdvatah sydd graho na syat pratitya 
sambhitah). That perception, however, which comes into existence 
dependently is voidness indeed (yaf ca pratitya bhavati graho nanu $iin- 
yatd saa). 

If that perception of a mirage as water (mrgatrsndydm sa yathdjala- 
grahah)' were by its own nature, it would not be dependently origin- 
ated. Since, however, it comes into existence in dependence 
upon the mirage, the wrong sight (viparitam darfanam) and the dis- 
tracted attention (ayonifomanaskdra), it is dependently originated 
(pratityasamutpanna). And since it is dependently originated, it is 
indeed void by its own nature (svabhdvatah Siinya eva) — as pre- 
viously stated (yathd piirvam uktam tatha). 


1 CP. supra, p.104, n. 1 on XIII. 
Furthermore: 


LXVil. If that perception were by its own nature, who would 
remove that perception (kas tam nivartayed graham)? The same 
method applies to the rest [of the things] too (Sesesu apy esa vidhih). 
Hence this is a non-criticism (tasmdd eso ’nupdlambhah). 

If the perception of water in a mirage (mrgatrsndyam jalagrahah) 
were by its own nature, who indeed would remove it? For an intrinsic 
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nature cannot be removed (na hi svabhdvali Sakyo vinivartayitum): e.g., the 
heat of fire, the fluidity of water, the openness (nirdvaranatva) of space}. 
Its removal, however, is seen (drsfam cdsya vinivartanam). ‘The intrin- 
sic nature of the perception is, therefore, void (tasmdc chiinyasvabhavo 
grahah). The same method (krama) is to be understood (pratyava- 
gantavya) with regard to the rest of the things too (Sesesv apt dharmesu), 
viz., the five things beginning with the object to be perceived (grdhya- 
prabhrtisu paficasu)*.— In these circumstances, your statement that all 
things are non-void because of the existence of the aggregate of the 
six (satkabhavat), is not valid®. 

1 Cf. MK XXIII, 24, with Candrakirti’s comment. On the ‘openness’ of space 
cf. S. Bhaduri, Studies in Nydya-Vaisesika Metaphysics (Poona: Bhandarkar Oriental Re- 
search Institute, 1947 [reprint: 1975]), p. 164. 

2 Cf. v. XIV. 


3 According to the realist, the Madhyamika cannot avoid the difficulty he has been 
put into, even by affirming that, in saying ‘All things are devoid of an intrinsic nature’, 
he only negates a wrong perception of a non-existent, comparable to the perception 
of water in a mirage. For even when one claims to negate a wrong perception of a 
non-existent, one is bound to admit the six things, viz., the perception, the object to be 
perceived, the perceiver, the negation, the object to be negated, and the negator 
(v. XIV). — The Madhyamika’s rejoinder to this is that the opponent’s criticism 
springs from a misunderstanding of the meaning of ‘being devoid of an intrinsic nature’. 
When the Madhyamika says that all things are ‘devoid of an intrinsic nature’ or ‘void’, 
he does not at all mean to say that they are non-existent, but only that they are ‘de- 
pendently originated’. The six things of which the opponent speaks exist only insofar 
as they are dependently originated (cf. supra, p.123, n.1 on L). 

Perhaps we may pursue our elucidation ‘of this passage further. Nagarjuna does 
not confound truth and error. He can distinguish just as a realist can between delusive 
and non-delusive perceptions, and by the same criteria. The heat of fire, the fluidity 
of water, and so on, are not just the same thing as the perception of water in a mirage. 
The latter is erroneous and hence can be removed by a knowing person, whereas the 
truth of the former is not questioned by anybody in the world. But when Nagarjuna 
says that the heat of fire is an ‘intrinsic nature’ (suabhdva), he does not mean to say that 
it is so in an absolute sense. The heat of fire, too, is ‘dependently originated’ (cf. 
Candrakirti, MKV , pp. 260ff.). Truth and error have this in common, that both are 
‘dependently originated’. The example of the mirage has been chosen because it is 
the most comprehensive, including as it does not only the perception, the object to be 
perceived and the perceiver, but also the negation, the object to be negated and the 
negator. Empirically speaking, all these exist, being related to one another; but in 
an absolute sense, none of these can be said to exist — for the very same reason that 
they are ‘dependently originated’. 

Thus, the doctrine of voidness has a twofold function: on one hand, it establishes 
the empirical reality; on the other, it points to its Beyond. 
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[Refutation of the eighth objection; see v. XVII above]. 


LXVIW. The case being the same (samatvdt), we have already 
answered by what precedes [the objection of] absence of reason 
(hetvabhava), which was stated in [your] refutation of the example of 
the mirage (mrgatrsnddrs{tantavydurttividhau ya uktah prak). 

It should be understood (avagantavya) that by the preceding delli- 
beration (carcena pirvoktena) we have also answered [the objection of] 
absence of reason. The samc deliberation, which was stated in the 
preceding reason (pirvasmin hetau), for the negation of the aggregate 
of the six (satkapratisedhasya), should also be considered here (thao 
carcayitavyah )+. 

1 Why are all things ‘void’ or ‘devoid of an intrinsic nature’? The Madhyamika’s 


‘reason’ is that they are ‘dependently originated’ (pratityasamutpanna). Put in the 
standard Naiyayika form of syllogistic inference (anumdna), it comes to this: 


(1) Pratijna nithsvabhavah sarvabhavah 
(Proposition ) : (All things are devoid of an intrinsic nature). 
(2) Hetu pratityasamutpannatvat 
(Reason ): (Because of being dependently oviginated). 
(3) Udaharana yat pratityasamutpannam tan nihsvabhavam drstam: yatha 


(Exemplification ): mrgatrsndyam jalagrahah 
(What is dependently originated. is seen to be devoid of 
an intrinsic nature: for example, the perception of water 
in a mirage). 


(4) Upanaya tatha ca pratityasamutpannah sarvabhavah 
(Application ): (Even so are all things dependently originated ). 

(5) Nigamana tasmat pratityasamutpannatvan nihsvabhdvah sarvabhavah 
(Conclusion ): (Therefore, because of being dependently originated, all 


things are devoid of an intrinsic nature). 

Unlike Bhavaviveka, a later Madhyamika, Nagarjuna does not show any predilection 
for ‘independent inference’ (svatantranumana), for he has no ‘position’ to defend. 
His ‘position’ is, in fact, a ‘non-position’. He expresses the Inexpressible. And the 
best way for him to refute his opponent’s criticism is to show the contradictions in- 
herent in the latter’s own way of thought (cf. supra, p. 89 andn.4). Heisa prdsan- 
gika, not a svdtantrika. However, he cannot be accused of not vindicating his position 
from the standpoint of formal logic. — Cf. Candrakirti’s remarks on Buddhapialita, a 
strict follower of Nagarjuna (MKV, pp. 20-21: Th. Stcherbatsky, The Conception of 
Buddhist Nirvéna [ Leningrad, 1927], pp. 99ff.). 


[Refutation of the ninth objection; see v. XX above]. 


LXIX. We have already answered [the question relating to] the 
reason [for a negation] in the three times (traikdlya)!, for the case is 
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the same (samatvdt). And a counter-reason for the three times 
(traikdlyapratihetu) is obtained for the upholders of the doctrine of 
voidness (Siinyatdvddindm praptah). 

It has to be understood (pratyavagantavya) that the question why a 
negation is possible in the three times (hetus tratkdlye pratisedhavdci) has 
already received its answer (uktottarah). — Why? — Because the reason 
is of the same nature as the thesis to be established (sddhyasamatvat). 
To explain: By virtue of your statement (tvadvacanena), a negation is 
not possible in the three times, and, like the negation, the thing to 
be negated, too, does not exist?. Thus, there being no negation and 
no object to be negated (pratisedhapratisedhye ’sati), your opinion that 
the negation has been negated (yad bhavan manyate pratisedhah pratist- 
ddha iti), is untenable. That very reason which expresses a negation 
of the three times is obtained for the upholders of the doctrine of 
voidness, for they negate the intrinsic nature of all things, — not for 
you (yas trikdlapratisedhavaci hetur esa eva Siinyatavadindm prdaptah sarva- 
bhdvasvabhavapratisedhakatvén na bhavatah)*. 

Or it has been answered in the following way: 

‘I do not negate anything, nor is there anything to be negated. 
You, therefore, calumniate me when you say: “‘You negate” 4. 

Now, if you think: the negation is established in all the three times 
(trisu api kdlesu pratisedhah siddhah); we see the antecedent cause, the 
subsequent cause, and the simultaneous cause (drsfah pirvakdlino 'pi 
hetuh, uttarakdlino ’pi, yugapatkdlino ’pi hetuh): antecedent cause, e.g., 
the father as the cause of the son; subsequent cause, e.g., the disciple 
as the cause of the teacher; simultaneous cause, e.g., the lamp as the 
cause of the light’, —we reply: this is not so. For in this way are ‘stated 
the three former defects (ukia hy etasmin krame trayah pitrvadosah)°. 
Moreover, if this is so, you admit the existence of a negation, and you 
abandon your proposition (api ca_yady evam, pratisedhasadbhavas tuayabhyu- 
pagamyate, pratijfdhanis ca te bhavati); the negation of an intrinsic 
nature is also established in this way (etena kramena svabhdvapratise- 
dho ‘pi siddhah). | 


1 Cf. v. XX, and Nydyasiitra I, 1, 12, quoted above, p.106, n. 2. 

2 Read: pratisedhas traikdlye ’nupapannah, pratisedhavat sa pratisedhyo ‘pi. 

8 For the realist, a negation is not possible in all the three times (cf. v. XX). The 
Madhyamika uses his opponent’s own argument to prove that, if the latter’s conten- 
tion is valid, he cannot negate the Madhyamika’s negation. The Madhyamika him- 
self, however, is safe in his position, for he holds that the three times are as void as all 
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the other things (cf. MK XIX). (Note the way in which Nagarjuna uses the two. 
expressions: hetus traikdlye pratisedhavdci ‘reason expressing a negation tn the three 
times’, and trikdlapratisedhavaci hetuh ‘reason [for a negation in the three times] which 
expresses a negation of the three times’.) —- On sddhyasana cf.n. 3 on v. XXVIII 
above. 


4 V. LXIII above. 


* Cf. Lankavatarasiitra, Sagathaka, 779 (ed. by B. Nanjio, Kyoto, 1923). 

§ Cf. v. XX. 

LXX. All things prevail for him for whom prevails this voidness 
(prabhavati ca Siinyateyam yasya prabhavanti tasya sarvarthah). Nothing 
prevails for him for whom voidness does not prevail (prabhavati na tasya 
kimcin na prabhavati fiinyata yasya)'. 


For whom this voidness prevails, for him all things — mundane and 
supramundane (sarvdrthd laukikalokottarah ) — prevail. —- Why? -- Be- 
cause Dependent Origination prevails for him for whom voidness pre- 
vails. The Four Noble Truths prevail for him for whom Dependent 
Orignation prevails. The results of monastic life as well as all special 
acquisitions (visesddhigama )* prevail for him for whom the Four Noble 
Truths prevail. The Three Jewels (trini ratnadni), viz., the Buddha, 
the Dharma and the Samgha, prevail for him for whom all the special 
acquisitions prevail. For whom Dependent Origination prevails, 
for him merit (dharma), the cause of merit (dharmahetu), the result of 
merit (dharmaphala), demerit (adharma), the cause of demerit (adharma- 
hetu), the result of demerit (adharmaphala), — all these prevail. For 
whom merit and demerit, the causes of merit and demerit and the 
results of merit and demerit prevail, for him passion (klefa)3, the 
origination of passion (klefasamudaya), and the objective grounds 
of passion (klefavastini)* prevail. For whom all that prevails (yasyattat 
sarvam prabhavati pirvoktam), for him the law concerning the happy 
and the unhappy states (sugatidurgativyavastha), the attainment of 
those states (sugatidurgatigamana), the way leading to those states 
(sugatidurgatigami mdargah), the act of passing beyond those states 
(sugatidurgativyatikramana), the means of passing beyond those 
States (sugatidurgativyatikramanopdya), and all worldly conventions 
(sarvasamuyavaharas ca laukikadh) are established (vyavasthdpitah). 
They are to be understood individually by each person, following 
this direction (svayam adhigantavyé anaya difa): a part [only] can 
be taught in words (kimcic chakyam vacanenopades tum). 
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Here again, 


I adore that incomparable Buddha (tam apratimabuddham) who taught 
Voidness, Dependent Origination and the Middle Way as equivalent 
(ekdrtha)°. 

Here ends this work of the venerable master Nagarjuna’®. 


1 Cf. MK XXIV, 14: 

sarvam ca yujyate tasya Siinyatd yasya yujyate/ 

sarvam na yujyate tasya Stinyam yasya na _yujyate|| 
Concluding the Vigrahavydvartani with this verse, Nagarjuna shows that his doctrine 
of voidness does not reject the empirical world. On the contrary, it establishes on a 
solid foundation all our activities in the empirical world. — See above, p.91; p. 123 
n. 1 on L; p.134, n. 3; vv. LIV-LVI. 
2 On this term cf. May, n. 828. 
3 Cf. MK XXIII. 
4 On vastu cf. MK XXIII, 7, with Candrakirti’s comment (May, f{p. 185 and 
n. 603). 
5 Cf. MK XXIV, 18, quoted on p. 93, n. 12, above. 
6 That both the kdrikds and the vrtti were composed by Nagarjuna is clearly stated by 
Candrakirti, MKV, pp. 25, 30. 
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Notes 1 and 3 on LXVII (p. 134); Note 3 on LXIX (p. 137) 
Notes 1, 3, 4.and 5 on LXX (p. 138). 

—Vaidalyaprakarana Note 1 on XX. 

Nydyasiitra p. 92, n. 1; Notes 2 and 3 on II (p. 97); Note 2 on XX; 
Note | on XXVIII (p. 112); Note 1 on XXXI; Note on XXXII 
(p. 116); Notes 1 and 2 on XXXIII; Note I on LXIX (p. 136). 

Panini: Asfadhyayi Note on XXIV. 

Patafijali: Mahdbhasya Note on III (p. 98); Note 2 on LXIV (p. 133). 
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Sankara: Brahmasitra-bhasya Note on XII; Note 1 on XX; Note on XXXV. 
— Brhadaranyakopanisad-bhasya Note on XXXV. 
—Commentary on the Agamasastra Note 1 on XXVIII (p. 112). 
— Upadesasahasri Note on XXXV. 

Salistamba-Sittra Note 2 on LIV (p. 127). 

Santideva: Bodhicaryavatara Note on XXXV; Notes on L. 

Suttanipata p. 92 n. 1. 

Tarkasastra Note 1 on XX; Note 1 on XXXIX. 

Udayana: Nyayakusumanjali Note on XII. 

Uddyotakara: Nyayavartttka Note on XI (p. 103); Note on XXXII. 
(p. 116); Note 1 on XXXIX Note: 2 on LXIV (p. 133); p. 141. 

Upayahrdaya Note 1 on XX; Note 1 on XXXIX. 

Vacaspatimisra: Bhamati Note on XII. 

—Nyayavarttikatatparyatika Note 1 on XXXI. 

Vatsestkasutra (with the commentary of Candrananda) Notes on XI 
and XII (p. 103). 

Vatsyayana: Nyayabhasya Note 3 on II (p. 97); Note 1 on V; Note 2 
on XX; Note 1 on XXVIII (p. 112); Note on XXXII (p. 116); 
Notes 1 and 2 on XXXIII; Note 1 on XXXIX; Note 2 on LXIV 
(p. 133). 

Visvanatha: Nydayasutravrtti Note on XXXII (p. 116). 


